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| ' INTRODUCT LON , __/

o Al . N
. J'; b ) '
~.This paper describegfthe rationale and nature of a theory of

communicative competence. Bertrand Russell, always a proponent of a
. ~ . . . ) -
strictly referentil theory of meaning, would no doubt be greatly .

| troublled by the phrase '"a theory of communicative competence.' ,
’ . . ) T “'»“

According to Russe%} (1919), the bhfases a stone that turns lead to

. AN
e gold" or "a unicorn" are“meaningless; they have no reference. ( ,
S Y .
o ‘ ' B

/ .
”~ . emerte e Lmeteie e
RO X

/ o . e e e e s it s
© /o simillarly, a thedt¥y of dommunicative competence is, in a semse, a .’
thedretical unicorn; such a theory does not exist. .

i
\

. ‘ . , .
Nevertheless, and ‘despite the honored svectre of Mr. Russecll), this .

N . P

monograph perSists in keeping to its chosen subject. While it is true

 that there are'currently no theories of communicativé competence

_ satisfy{ng the definitional constraints that will be presented further - -
L < X . . . .
" on, a lively literature about the construct has arisen in recent years. .

The notion of .communicative compztence has surfaced rather casually
W . .

K in such seemingly‘'diverse contexts as a summary of research in written

-~ / ~. -

composition (Giannaéi, 1976) and "3 book review in the Quarterly Journal

of Sgééch (Wiiliams,'l976). The Speech dommunication Association has’ - A
“sponsored a réiatéd‘study of‘cﬁildren'é communication coméetencies |
o : ’ \ ‘ , -
(Allen‘& Brown, 1976) and the term ”cﬁmmunicative competence' has
‘appeared in a slew of recent arti;léé and dissertétions, QEiat least in

: their titles. Moreower, the notion of communicative competence is

. ' intimately bound up with ‘the ‘concept of a rule-governed perspective on .

communication, which has received prominent attention lately -(Gushman,

el o

© 1975; Sanders, 1973).
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" Surely 'some common conceptual thread unites most of this body of
V-\“ - = 0 v
‘ . o . I T
literature. Yet the concept of communicative nompetence is rarely N

explicated in a very specific manner and thus remains elusive. The |

goal of this paper is to describe the outline that':such a theory would

) . C o .
take if formalized.® -The paper will argue for a view of communicuative
, et . .
- ' compstence as a postulated sct of abstract .cognitive.operations which
§ . L. ' ' L
serve to generate mental representations of the social world. These
A © e N . .
‘. representations, in ‘turn, are postulated as underlying the ability to

2 F ST TPUERE

»

L \

. use symbols in -a-contextually appropriate fashion.
. . . R Lo ¢ o

‘What this paper will not do is to censtruct an actual theory of

A ' communicative competence. It will not develop a notational-system nor -

u

y B - iy i"ﬁi . . 'l . .
construct formal theogems apdl propositions -as would a truly.theoretical

N i R AN YA .. . .
exposition. Rathet, the ajp of this paper is restricted to the more

. . . 0
R . . of

.. -
7y

"2 ° féaéible, albeit abs;rdgﬁ,_godl of diécuséing the assumptions upon
wﬁich a théory of Fommunicative compegcnce miéht be bﬁdlt? In this
sense; the expiication which follows is:hetqtheo:etical;‘it seeks to
’ deyelép a model of a theory. No doubt the appegrance of a wel} .
-déveloped grammar of some specific COmmunicative act would aid greatly
;' our undgrstandinngf communicafive competence.? Bhgisuch a thcory Qoﬁld

‘be premature without the.prerequisite conceptual framework justifying

and explaining its rationale. This essay is an attempﬁ(to proviide just

i)

c

thar framework.
In addition to the goal of clarifying metatheoretical dssumﬁtions,

- this monograph will serve as a compendium of literature bearing on the

n

concept of communicative competence. Currently, there is no single . . _

source which performs-this function. The essay catalogues major works

oy

\,

L
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dealing explicitly with communicative competence ds well as discusses

’

a number of approaches, which are consistent with the communicative
5 . .

.

result of its fuqctiqn‘us a review.

competence, perspective.  Thus, this paper's breadth is partially a

A

In order to achicve these goals, marerial is drawn from & number
. I : .

of-related areas. The first section concerns the basic definitional

.

issucs entailgd in characterizing tompetence theories generally. - The

o

is given

.

o

basiec epistemological aud methodological assumptions that may be said

to constitute the competence parvadigm will be identified: Attention

to the issue of explanation in compétence tneories.

Beginning with Chapter Two, the emphasis moves from competence

"e¥planations Qf'cognition generally to explanations more particular to

the social cognitions underlying communication. Thiiichgptef reviews

current litecratuce-claiming allegiance to a
perspective. Employing-the metatheoretical

. - ) N . . ) '
paradigm, works on communicative -compeéteuce

“

©

»

communicative competemce *

assumptions of the competence

are examinad~rér the riger

N

with which they adhere to the more genefal framework. The conclusion

warranted by- this literature review is that the general trend in

conceptualizing communicative competence violates the essential
-~ . .

mentalistic principles of ‘the competence “perspective. o
p persp , o
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In an attempt to demonstrate the fn:qib}Lity of a mentalistic

approach to communicative comnetence, Chapters Tﬁrge, Four, and Five

cite evidence amenable to a rigorous cowpetence analysis from several

disciplines related to communication studies.- Chapter Three discusses

L]

observations organized under.the rubrics of

’

.

sociolinguistics. and fhe.

ethnography of sheak%ng. Chapter Tour is concerned with the interaction




. 4 »
¢ : : .
o ) .
of pragmatic presuppositfons with formal syutactic.-theory as well ag

.
. ' v !

with thar branch of semantics kndwn as speech act theory, The subject .

of Chapter Four is cognitive devalopmental psychology as gxplicoted by
o 1
the Piagetian ‘school. .

»

The final section of this monegraph attempts to consolidate the

- . " . [} 5%
more fractured discussions ‘that hdve preceded it. I will'prese?t a
’ L . .

more coherent picture of the.Components of a theory of communicative, -
R ! . . L } .
H competence «and characterize the types of terms and operations:that guch
. . . . . i R ~ . R ‘\,. . . - Sl

/ a theory wfuld require. HoweVer, the paper stoyé short of.actually P
specifying some testable theoly. The reader 7pght not expect, nor Eep},~'

more than a set of metntheoreticﬂlgstatements’about communicative
competence. ILf this Amrk,CarrieS_communication_theory but one ‘step

closer toward a theory of..counicative ¢ mpetence, then it will have
scrved its intended/purp6$e. /

B

e

/

e
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. P v * : Y,
. . 3
. THE COMPFIENCE PAPADTGM .
a X R . . v .
The notion of competen€e is prone to varying usages leading to
some confusion.about what a competence theory is, or ought to be - -
‘ (Campbell & Wales, 1970). Ordinary language usage of "competent"
yields at least two seuses. *To say . '
S (1) Namath is one competent quarterback and is worth every
" k)
,cent he's getting ' . ‘
‘ is to attest that Namath has mastery of the art of quarterbacking and
— regularly displays this proficiency in the appropriate setting. But
“--ten state
(2) Namath is competent to be a quarterback, it's just ihat
- T T ez . ' . !
. he chases women too much - o
is te distinguiéh competence from actyal performance and to. asscciate
it, instead, with potential performance or capability. In addition,
f 5 . ) . }
» the secund usage does not necessarily carry the suggestion of utnupsual
& . : C o
' skill as does the firsi, but rather connotes just.thﬁt degree of abilig§
necessary to satisfy minimal critefia for quaptérbacking. Similarly,
to be declared competent to stand tridl is tq.be certified as at least N
° o o ) - S ' ' =
' minimally capable of exercising judgment, whether or not judgment has, )
in fact, beew exercised. . ) : -
s 5
2!
- e .
— e T e I R
. . sl .
) ’ ) ! . ~ C . '
. s o - J;:\a
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In accord with the first sense, a theory of competence is a theory
LI o c . '
of excellence and iy at least Mfently prescriptive singe 1t must
\ includu‘evuluutinu procedures for-ranking one perlformance better than
TR S . o
" another. in the second sense, a theory ~f competence {s a theorvy of
3 J - ~ .
' potential - performance, how a person might be capable of performing
¢ some set of behaviors if only debilitating and logically extrancous
. P . ) . '
- factors could be removed. Whiie behavioral.scientists frequently
'. " %' »
Limplicitly or explicitly associate competence theories with "mastery"
\ ) !

+  _(Connolly & Bruner, 1974) or with idealized pérformauce‘(Winterowd, 1975),

"competence theories have been most clearly developed in a more restricted
. . .

sense, only partially linked with these ordinary language conceptions.

L - The parvadigmatic (perhaps the sole) madel of‘a ccmpetence theory

in the social sciences is thac of generative-transformation linguistics

- N

" "

. - I N Y . . . . . .
o {Chomsky,  1965). According. to this theory, linguistic competence is

the tacit knowledge which an ideal speaker/hearer must possess in order

to account for intuitive judgments of sentences' grammaticality,
. " ’ . ..
- synonymy, etc. as well as to account for the production and comprehension

- ~

of novel sentences. .

The notion of linguistic competence was a revolutionary innovation

since, it concradicted well established positivist and behaviorist
S ) .
. \ . .
assumptions such as empiricism and probabilistic-causul explanation.

As an ideal—ﬁype Ehéory (webgp,,l969), linguistic competence Bas no
exdgtlcoprelatgﬂin tlie world of real hvmdn behavior or cognition. It
i.S_.._ ._.'Ge,ﬂr.Ef.l.Jnlywn_g,t .ameaable. te:direct observa t;ia.na_..—-l’n_.f.upt.he.r,.
thtradictidn to mainstream tenets,‘postulalion of liﬁguistic

competence weakens the-dependéncy of verbal'behaviop on antecedent
5 a K ' N

ERIC
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A Lot .
events (Chomsky, 1959), a dependency which ts eritieal for classical
. . ’ ) N .
modes of causal-psycholopical explanatlibn, that is, conditioning

ﬁhuory (Sauders & Murtin, 1975;‘1%u1m1n, 1974) . 'Ruthcr, lingulstic

. . competence admits the existence of o Finite sct of peneral rulew which
. ) accounts for an lnl%*iLu set of unprecedented behaviors, not uwnder
4 \’— B \\\\
direct or lndlxcct rtimulus control, N

LN

Although competence. theory was first éstablished and articulated
in the realm of linguistics, the paradigm is, in principle, suitable
for theory congtruction in all arcas dealing with complex cognitive

o . . ’ . \ .
systens (Chonisky, 19723 Fodor, Jenkins & Saporta;-l967; Miller &
Chomsky, 1963). Rcccntly; Pylyshyn (1970, 1572, 1973) and Sanders and

v

Q

WarLln (1975), as well as pthers, have bcgun to clucidate the general

: . : - . . R . 1
- . characteristics or metatheory entalled in the competence paradigm.’

Competence theorics deal with the epistemic’ problems of human

) =)

information processing as distinguished from questions of how cognitive -

-~ activ1t1 s are cxecuted. That is, condetence theories are theories of
A . ) ‘o . X : .
the structures by which the world is mentally represented. According
. °- . + IS .
; to Pylyshyn, a competence theory- is ! - -
. +» . committed to the belief that underlying
observed behavior is a more perfect mathematical
structure. Indeed, its concern is not with- . _

( behavior per se, but rather with how information . _“/‘
about the world is represented in a person's mind )
which makes. it possible ,for him to perform the
way he does or the way he could perform under a
variety of circumstances. (1972, p. 548)

C The goal of competence theorles, then, is not primarily the predlctlon
and cdntrol of behavior. These functioﬁs can be better performed by
“essentially "atheoretic" models .associating stimuli with responses
et (Luce,..1970)... lhovfclaeclca1[~prcdiction"andrcontrol"parddigm‘explains
;Y L. - . . . - N . N .
. ° ~ . ' . ‘ o . ' — \ .
. _ ‘ o \
ol i0 |
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“ ':thc ocecurrence of events by.nhscrvfug“thg.probuhlfity with which a

o o6 S e ) . . .
Csubsequent event. follows' o particular antocedent. . The competence
0N ' R ‘/" * . ) . \
. — . y . . . -
paradigm, .o the other hand, does not seek to explain epvents at all,

[}

: . v ' . .' . o ,
Rdtﬁyﬂ{ tts goal Ls to Mexplain' the existence of copnitive ontities
(Hj}rcg 1974 Sanders & Martin, 1975).

" In"order to achicve this end,'eompetcnée theories depend heavily
. ) .

on.inpuitions of capable performers as data. Intuitions are relied

:\ - ~": ' _upoﬁ begausé they permit the investigator to go beyond the surface
-,gtr@ctuf¢ 6E‘mahifésf phehum?nq aﬁd inquire about the deep structufes
- : '“aﬁ cdgniﬁiyeféysfems. Informungs may be questions about their/;ensés

of relatgdheSs of'conetituents, about well-formedness or d;élance in

behavioral sequences, or about appropriateness of behaviéis in contexts.

Obviously the important mcthsdalogical questions faqiﬁé competence

: .o A
researchers are those concerning how intuitions p{éht best be elicited,
how competence can be inferred from what is qﬁévoidably perforhance

T S ; data. Currently, considerable controversy surrounds these questions
) . . ' ' .o

(Labov, 1971, p. 191-200). Despite methodological dilemnas, it should
be noted that intuitions,.in principle, have the status of cbmpietély
) 0 e o :

objéctivc and proper data (Kripke, 1972).
"From intuitive juagments, rules are inferred. A rule is a means

of representing procedures by which wliole concepts are construcced of
: W . .

o their parts. The constructive aspect of competence has important

ramifications for claims about the nature of information processing.

* -. Were each sensory stimulis type associated in a one-to-one correspcndence
. , -

‘with'a mental construct, frules would not be an appropriate way to

- .

~ R}

represent _cognitidn. However, the associationistic promise is untenable

o

eRlc
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R \ : . i
tn light of vyttnln facts about the mind. Flvat,, the human mind hay
. o’ ' ‘ \ . A . ' .
Finfte capavltios, voet luannnﬂay(n processing anind il te numbor of

v v )
B 'C
stimelus types.  This creativicy, already noted with respect to
/ ) B | ! !

language, pertafns to all non-rote concepts.  For stimulus types X oand

! . ' . »
Y, there Is o novel stimalus type Z such that 7 s POHSC[[IQJ”]F”‘
some concatenation of X and Y. By ruéﬁrﬁiVUly viarylng the values of
the terms, it can be seen that, in principle, an infinfte numbevr of
novel stimuli, all systemically related, exist. At .the same tl,mu,l
if-a persom ¢ comprehend X and Y, it surely follows that any 7 Ls //
comprehensible simply by keowing a concotenation operation. A person
need not represent every . seperately. To do so would soon dup&dtc'
human processing mechanisms except for the shortest of lists/(giller &

: . . . y
Chomsky, 1963).. On the otner hand, it is quite within the¢/parameters
of mental resources to learn a relatively small numher/of operations

and avshdrt list of terms which may be combined in aﬁ/infinite variety

of sequences.

/ .

Typically, such postulated cognitive ru}e% arc expressed formally.
That is, notation in competence theorics ;6;forms to that of soma
mathematical system like algebra or %;mgglic logic (Luce, 1970).

/ .

However, notation may also taki/ipg form of taxonomies, feature analyses,

grammars or certain heuristieq (Grimshaw, 1974). The function of
! > :

. P .

. 34 . . e S ) .

formalization is to reveal structural relations and to aid in the
e - '

detection oj,déﬂucrive error (Nagel & Newman, 1964).- In addition,

o

abstract terms facilitate the expression of generalizations.

/
A
Metatheoretical staaéﬁents allow the int@rpretation of formalisms iunto
. / . .

_terms more appri;/mntc to the real world phenomenn being studied. It

/ -

/ .

: -~
N
ook
N
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B N —
) is as formal systems that ccompetence theories qualify as mathematical -
sy - B
models (Brodbeck, 1969)i
” Formal rules are generalizations about the operations by which .
concepts are constructed?” ﬁétur31ve fules are of the type
Lo . FR - SO, B a_) ba
o Ty . o 3 g e - - N
1 and generate expressions like
: L iy
3 ) ba N . . . . . . ) ]
S S Emr T bba : 3
ST, T . bbba |
. - - . . Pl
B b ‘,,v/"/‘ & L & A .'..-a ’ N
S through repeated applications. Such rules are necessary in order to
T : R ' . o
o, account for the creative aspect of information processing. A subclass
- = T of recursive-rules are of the form /.
. . .-, F b ' ’ A - E
B JA .- . . _
S A . ) a—bag .
R and ‘generate expressions like" i
. L . ) . ~ - , . A
=~ S ' ~ h bac ’ ;
_ - Pt : N " bbacc ' : s
v ~ e ., - P B -
e - : o : bbbéiccce . : . i~
B B - R . ) ) . . N . s
) as the rule is re-applied. These'xules account for discontinuous-and .
S 7"7'"“<‘ o o S R ) I R s
. . " né&sted dependencies-.. In\the-secqnd string produced by the nesting rule
s s ® . ’ !3< - ¢ ’ - : ’
'-\\‘ e N 0] . . N ’ 03 .
T above, for.example, the initial and final.terims are related to each
’ . ‘ : . : : B g
' other pore closely than they are to their contiguous terms. Similarlyy
s/ L : . . T.e . .
: —_. " the three middle terms constitute a hierarchical unit in which the o
- - . N » C ' " . -
e R . Lo . X
Y initial ‘and final termg do not-participate. These structural relatioms, . -
’ c which are not apparent by simply observing the manifest sequeace, can i
‘ equivalently be represented By 1ldbelled bracketing .. .. =T :
2 . - . , . . ' ‘ ;
T . ' [.bf.baclc : v - ' - o
. [,bl bacle] . | | j
. P - . - R i
) o . TV : 3
s .
“ ’ ! : »
) Fl N . N
o p i 7
: « ' Coo- ,
" . . 1 v_g ’ .
. . ' d e . '
. N Nl
) - . < T
s . . " . .
Qo - ! - .
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'\\ ‘ - or by a tree diagram: - _
| . bi////f//. \\\\\\\5 c
. a i
! ’ _ b’////f l\\\\\\c
.j ‘ ; . . - a ! o
’ Genéralizations about discontinuousaﬁnd.nesged depehdencies like
‘ those represenfed éﬁo&évcégastﬂbe cépgﬁred“by probabiliéﬁic ieét—;o—
rfght models in which subséqugnt terms afe géhergtea on t;e basis of
previous terﬁg (Miller & Chomsk&, 1963). Structures cbngaining 7

discoritinuous dependencies abound in natural language. For example:

(3) The quafterback'&ho 1 previously ,pronounced competent
~~is not. c . s

- = i - ’ . 4

However, such mested-patterns are also prevélent -in all ¢omplex , /,

behavior. Lét us;;for example, hypofhesize an ideal giver of'forgai .-
. - : . L o0 e~ 7
balls. The ball-giver offers the intuition that balls are comprised of

+

two major constituents: dancing and consuming. Upon further

PR | - —— U

reflection, Ehévipfopmant reveaiénthat aanging is composed of dyadic -

rhythmic motion (drﬁ) obligatorily and consuming “nd chatting.optionally.
- ] . " -

£}

i ———Comrsiinting COnSists qf eating and drinking obligatorily and chatting .- o

T optiomally. In formal rotation,

" (1) ball-— dancing + consuming

(2) haﬁcingfj drm + (consuming) -+ (chatting) + (dancing),
(3> consumingFQ éating + drinking + (cha&ting);+ (consuming)” & - -

-

The informer might recognize further regularities, such as selectional

.

restrictions on certain kinds of eating. when dancing’is the dominant

‘ N

mode. Nevertheless, these rules represent the general structural
. . .' ‘ 0‘!._ /\,\\ ) - Lo . .-
pattern of the concept of“'ball". Rules (2) and (3) -incorporate '

- - ) : . T -
. \ ) ) s

[ 4
.
.
.
[
e
1
<
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recursivity allowing in principle bails unboundeazid‘lengthw. Consuming

may be nested in the midst of dancing behavior, While éétihg hors

12

_d'deurves'mighfﬁbéar surface resemblance to_eating steak;—our-ball—

o

giver's rules permit the recognition of one as part of a dancing

sequence and the other as part of the main course. Given khis set of
rules we can récognize different styles of balls ("More eatin' than
. - s - - - o

dancin'", etc.); but of an infinite number of different sequences, we

N

.could unambiguously sélect_conforming'ballshfrom nan-balls.

- Though we would be.hard pressed to jusgify sustained iZnterest in-

the substance of this example, it does serve to illustrate that all

cogniéed phenomena.can be formally'represehted bf a List}of components -

<

and their allowable relations. ' The example presents gnly ohe possible

!

represeptation.. In general, at unlimited number: of fbrmél systemslmay

édgquately describe a competence (Chomsky, 1965). Thg'prqcedures'for
evaluating the~more opt¥mal system among competitors utilize aesthetic

e,

|
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

criteria like patsimony,_simplicity} and elegance as'defined_internally

-

-on formal features. Thus, within the context of competence theories,
an essential criterion for adequacy is not isomorphism with real -
= .

~ psychological proéésses. -

The related issue of psychological reality is_a-cbmplex and

- frequently misunderstbod'one. Cohpépgnce-theorieSJare descriptions of

idealized knoqledge which is postulaged as underlying the ab}}ity to

execute cognitive routines. A competence theory cannot claim to map

~—— -

—_—

actual information processing sfrategies. ~Such a mapping is; in- the

realm of pexrformance or process theories. In fact, as ideal-type

cqnstfucts;‘combetche theories purposefully ignore-the effects of many

. -‘\ . . . .. .’\‘:z.

as -



‘structural relations. This appf e

P e
Ny .1

psychological process varlablcs-in “order to lay bare underlylng

“

"while limiting direct practical

-~

]
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apptication;—fs—tot—an uﬁchLGdEﬂtEﬂ_mEthDd,fﬁf model—building in the
P A
o i '

Sbéial sciences (Brodbeck, 1969; Weber, 1969). o ' mo T

.In any event, there is nd a priori reason to suspect the existence

[

of exact cbrrespondence between_anyigiven ;ﬁ@é system and psychological
prucess. Indeed, empirical confirmation of a strong correspondence
L.

hypothesis is quite unlikely (Vandeiﬂeest, et al., 1973). Nor is there

any reason to assume, as many psycholinguistic models seem to (Slobin,.

"Hl97l; Choméky, 1965), that a competence,theory may function as an

-

G ' theory, ‘together- with other kinds of psychological

intact component OB a performadéé mechanlsm, w1th other psychologlcal

[}

factors simply:imposing,errof.and-processing constraints on the output

of the rules. IR

N
“

Nevertheless, the formulation of competence is essential and
prefequisiﬁe to the cons ‘nction of an adequate performance theory. ,

Pylyshyn states that

= .
.. . the development of a more.general theory of

cognition  should proceed by attempting to account for
the! structure which is the output of a competence

——

evidence.... . . Thus, the major contribution.of the ;

..competence theory is the isolation of an important '
class ofynon-behavioral evidence to be considered by .
a broader theory of cognition. (1973, p. 46) "

-Tha: is, a competence theory provides necessary (but not sufficient)

-

conditiens for the construction of a theory of psychological process.
The competence formulation provides the basic strugturdl constraints
to' which the performance.theory must conform. In addition, rules

épecify systemic variables and therefore provide heuristic direction

for 'process rescarch.



. | S 14

. This characterization of competence theories adheres<to a rather
Yigorous position. Frequently investigators working in the competence.

paradigm utilize concepts which seem to contradict basicapremise$ of, 7

their framework. Two'ssuch concepts are found in literature related to -

communicatiye competence and deserve clarification here.
Sociolinguists (Bickerton, 1972; LaBov; 1969) and langugge_
development researchers (Chomsky, l969;_ﬁéﬁyuk, 1969) often make

..

reference to individuals! or groups' competences. Such references are
: : \ . .

'probiématical because they imbue competence, which is-a postulated

-

~formal system, with a locus in human beings. This, in turn, implies
/ . T

O
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speaking,” individuals do th‘haveréompetence. However, the hetero-

", n
4 7

" geneity of-hehavior necgésitates some means of expressing the fact that

L s . ~e 2
N

‘ . ;o : O T
people do cognitively Structure events differently. Mentions of

indiyiduals' and gro_ps' competences are best viewed as reflecting

i
/

variation in systemic distribution, rot as implicit ontological claims.
: 5 s - L 3

v G

" Recent’,controversgies in linguistics concerning.appeal to dialect and

’.r‘ , [ ] -. ’/,- X ) B . ’
idiclect ‘a3 jusfification for judgments ‘about unclear cases (Coleman,
K ) . # . - . .

1973; LaBpr'%QZZ) are related tovthe'prablem of indivi@uaié' competences.

Where membérs/of a languége community disagxee on judghents of

7
.

grammaticality, the task . of writing a grammar of a language is

-3

complicated. ProposaLs'fqg dealing with ,the problem iﬁdiﬁate_that{

heterogégeity is not debilitating for the cohpetencg paradigm
M .

(Bickerton, 1973; Fraser, 1972).



. . A secondvyéncept that requires explicatien jis that of rule- ¢
governed behdvior (Ervin-Tripp, 1972; Hawes, 1973; Searle, 1969;

e B

— 5

Slobin, 1971). Competence theories are not about behavior at all,
7 . _-buf ratﬁer pertain to the cognitive'structure undetlying behavior.
Rules are mathematical models of mental representations.’ Within the .

“‘competence paradigm one would not wish to claim that rules govéern

», .

behavior in any direct way. Rather, the notion of rule-governed

“behavior relates to the fact that people behave as if they were

) ’ . o [ T I EUR T LIRS —— - T T ' e - ., L]
“conforming to rules (Hayek, 1967). That is, behavior reveals pattern

aed systematic dependency between variables. . 1ln addition, participants

'mihfﬁifiveiymﬁefeeiVe3systemieib;gahization.‘ﬂSlobin (1971) asserts | .. .
that rule-governad behavior is. indicated .by (1) regelatiﬁies'in a \" A

N
&

)
-

- . behavior, (2) extensions of regularities to new instapces, i.e.,
cféativity, (3),deéecti6n and~edrrettion¢pf deviations, and (4) a seasz’
/o l - IEC S a B ' .

7 o > of well-formedness of sequences. Note that a person need not be aware \

we T though the clearest cases of rule-governed behavior ‘de include these

ST ST I

el

. _'"w'>w”dualifieé‘(H3rfe3 1974). Rules efe.methoddlogicéllartifects of the

xecampe;enéewpé%adigm—ﬂnd*fhe—toncept of rule=governed behavior ought— —

~

to be understood in this technical’ sense. . g
0 ~ ) . . . . . . .
In sum,,the competence perspective provides a set-of assumptions
h : < FRa
N N < L 7 .

which, while not directly concerned'with behavior, either manifest .or”

e

- ~..- . potential, .aré useful for studying structured mental representations
X “ . Lo . . R :
: T C . : t - PR h "
* which are postulated to underlie the actual_proﬁuction_and comprehension
: o . L : , _ '
- . of performances. ‘Theory construction employs a.methodology which

.

'

focuses on informants' ‘intuitions of constituents'-°relatedness and the °

-
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' ‘well-formedness of sequencé&s.  The structure of cognitive 1epresentation™

is described in rule formulations. These statements emphasize the

. creativity with which individuals produce and comprehend novel instances
of behavior. They also, recount patterning among units as perceived by
individuals, which may be only indirectly derived from manifest surface

. S . ; .
structure patterns: Competence theories. are not accounts of cognitive
or behavioral processes, nor of individuals. Competence theories are, =~ -
in short, no more and no less than generalizations about the cognitive
‘system by which knowledge of the world is abstracted and structured.
PR TTE L '
. .
. I
I ’ ) -
(W
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it is clear ﬁhat a theory’of communicative competence wonld not be-a
R i . . _ _

theory of.bbmmdnication at all, where communication is construed as

.

\\\\ 1nteractlve behav1or. Instead, such a theory would be an idealization ;“/
. - ., of knowledge postulated as underlying the ability ‘to toﬁmunie&fEfi;Th?iséié;ézs

'goal of”a theory of communicative competence would‘he to reveal

o o structural relatlons—among elements ‘which constitute mental representa—‘ "

*tidﬁé of the soéial.WorId. It is in this 11ght that we', undertake to
ekamine the current literature on comminicative competence. The

S

Ve - .criterion applied‘to~se1ect‘works_for_review here"is that the term;

"

"competence' or "rule" have beenﬂused with reference tb communication.

<

A number of communlcatlon theorlsts have worked 1ndependent1y "
" R e

.w1th the nOtlon of rule governed behavior (Cushman & Whltlng, 1971 -

P Tl

Hawes, 1973 Hayek” 1967). . Also, the term commonicative competence"

B

1inked,$however vaguely,iwith a”structntalist paradigm appeared as,éarly_

e ‘”fl“f" Tﬁas;l967>(Slobiny*l967)T"”H6W€Ver;'1t is apparent that the seed Qf a
. . B : v o - . ° : . . - // L
S concerted movement toward a competence paradlgm for communiéation

studies was planted by Dell Hymes" widely circulated manoseript;'"On'

,

a CommunipativeiGgmpetence"; eventually published in 1921:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



The position Hymes' advocates stems from his consideration of

~o °  stylistic diversity as the cardinal linguistic fact. He attacks
B ) i : ' : . N . . .
. generative grammar's-ideal-type assumptions of homogeneous speech
communities and 1inguistic5 as auCOnomous fromfsocio—cultural factors,

d cryhng the relegation of these Varlables to what he describes as ——

/
B / N
e *Luedfjcategory of mere perfqgmance/(ﬂymes, 1971, p. 5).

By

_/ -
o

. To bupplant the grammﬂr'uns notion of competence, Hymes Stresses

che SyStem9t1C1ty of” 1anguage Use and clalms that
S P

. we/ﬁ/pe to account for the Ffact that a normal chlld
- ///écquires knowledge of séntencesS, not only as o

- grammatical, but als® as appropriate. A child

.acquires a repertoife of speech acts; is able to
take part in speech acts and to -evaluate the
spéech acts of others. This is a ‘competence
which d4s integral with attitudes and values - . Lo ke
concérning language With other. codes ‘of oo
cc wmunication. Attengiom to the social
dimension of langua$® is. thus not. 'restricted
to_the‘subtractiVQ effects of social factors. .
The engagement of language in social life has® . S
a positive, productiVe~aSpect. (1971, p. 10) E

In claborating this pOSJEIOn, Hymes COntends that a full acCOUnt

: of competence for use would include descrlptions of formal poSSlblllties
g

(including grammaticality), pSYChOlogical and cultural feasibility,

RN . v

e ___mcontextual appropriateness, and probabllity of actual occurrences of RN

utterances. Quite explicitly, communicatiVe competence, according to

5.ﬁymes, is "not merely.. . . syStemic potential, superorganic.propetty S

of . community, or, indeed, 1rrelevant in any other way (1973, p. 324).
Ind1v1dua1 diffenences in compe€tence are. attributed to differentlal

”knowledge Cpresuadkiz'of Communication rules) and digferential abilify ' N d

el

'tion); Ultimately mems position distills.

.

for use (including mot?
. N l ¢ !
no into a definition of communiwgtive competence dS the most EEFCrdl term.
s :

for the speaking and hearing capa

“ - . . N

'Iities of a petson" (1971, p. 16) .

O - . #
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AT - ‘ Now, Hyme s 1ntends that the outcome. of his proposuls be that' the

‘methodological spirit of generative.gtammar can be ex‘.ended to the

°

whole sph;re of abilities manifest in speech" (197, p.'il).4 Ahdfto“

be sure, his nction of communicative compe-ence does point toward the . -«
search for patterning and creativity. In addicion, this formulation
EE o T e o : T ) " N

does seem to presume some manner of strircctured cognitiva representations -

of communicative factors. But more_significantly; this approach to

N

e < communitative competence violatés several-critical assumptions of the

‘competence perspectiva. The Hymes'conception obscures the distinction -
between competence and performance.‘ Competence becomes a.directly
- . .observable property of indiyiduals. ..The mathematical and ideal-type

s " features of competence mefatheory are discarded, thus"mitigating against -
. 7 - . o . " e
N 5 . - o 4 . . : .. i . - e
‘the use of rigerous formalism. In contrast to the mentalistic emphasis

3 - ) ) B

. of the general competénce orientation, Hymes' conception of communicative
competence is distinctly behavioral in flavor, 1In the final arvalysis,
it is not clear-.how this type of communicaticn 't'.cory is fundamentally

. . distingUished ftomnany othe¥. = B ' .

““'.ﬂf _ . The maJorlty of scholars follow1ng Hymes lead;have~simil‘ Iy‘

L i

some essential aspects of competence metatheory. Writing on the

. * . =
o . e .. .

subject of syatactic development for example,'researchers like -

.

o Campbell and Wales- (1970), van der Geest, et al. (1973),‘and Garvey s

c.

. (1975) employ a concept of communlcatlve competence 51mp1y to 1nd1cate-

that'children's ufterances cannot be adequately studied'asﬂisolated
v ” . .

. o

sentences. Rather, underlying deep structure can be deduced only if ﬂ

a
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the utterance's functions as revealed by context are taken into

consideratiorr. In this ‘usage, the idea of ‘communicative competénce is

consistent with the more broadly held tzend in language acquisition

rescarch pioneered by the functional approach by Lois Bloom (1970).

Howev@r, none of these researchers has attempted to integrate functional
~. ST : kS . S
. . " - . "~
or contextual factors into formal theories of language.
In'a related area of investigation, functionalhlanguage
‘. < -2 . . o .

v

tn

develbpment, the concept of commumicative competenci: is -used to denote

eny extra-grammatical aspect of linguistic skill. fThese abilities.

o o . .
include the selection of context—-appropriate styles both within and

Abetween dialects (Ervin—Tripp,~1971ﬁ‘Hopper,'1971), the faculty of

\

‘identifying speakéers' social identities (Edelsky, 1924’, the ability to -

L, : - .

cues to disambiguate'questions from.requesfs{(Wesfern, 1974), :he
bapéciﬁy to execute petSuasive-Etrafegies (Rodnick and Wood; 1973),

s

adaptatlon of referentlal messages in revognltion of the 1nformat10nal

N P
5 -

needb of llsteners (Johnson 1975 hrauss & Glucksberg, 1569),

v

+ -

the general ability to establish relationships with‘pthers (Folger,

1974) In the literaturehbn second'language acquisitipn,‘communicative.

competence has galned some currency as an equ1va1ent to the ability to”

. N

engage in spontaneous cgnversatlon (Rlvers,_l972) and to 3101d faux E S

when u51ng 1d10mat1c expresslons (Paulston, 19f5) . -

Since the‘movement_:O‘adu;t—like (or native—like)fcommunication-
. A RN _ N . ..
skills is a progréssion toward more effective communication,.the’

"literature on.functionaL.languageydbvelppmen;_tends to link‘competencei

i -

s
b
~ -
"~
\
\

20

.fesponq appropriately to questions (Riccflo,-l974); the use of contextual



.

- L ‘
with "mastery" (WOod 1976,-p. 256) or proflclency (Allen & Brown,

-~

E 1976). Clearly this qualitatlve orientat}on toward performances
bears little relation to the cognitive competence perspective. On
. . L _ .

s the other hand, the ‘concern with effectiveness does resemble the

. . . .
distinctly independent construct of interpersonal competence developed :
» - by sociologists. Interpersonal competence is ''the 'ability to mariipulate

o

others' responses" (Weinstein, 1969) and is bound up with socially

adaptiveness, the ability to thrive inwspcial-environments. Without
8 -~ ~doubt, interpersonal coumpatcuce is a subject rworthy.of explotation? 4

especialily from a developmentll viewpoint. However, mueh valuable ~

theoretical insight;;s‘lost'if.a competencefperspectlve on ,communication . -

\ ) ” . - -

is contused»with skill at‘strategic inteiactipn. - BN
e Yet a t?lrd category of 1nvest1gatlons derives from tae'“
N faadiRy . “

e

concerted 1nterest of students of communicative competence rn classroom .
) ) . . _'_‘._ Jp—— ‘ T

o

spéech using behav1ors of m1nor1ty—culture"ﬁildren; Thus, PhlllpS ; -

—— .o I v

(1970 1972) and John (1970) descrlbe the soc1al qorms of certa1n..

(24 . N

. . . Amerlcan Ind1ans that result in desultory performances in structured ¢

4

- f 'classrooms; Slmllaxly, Cazden (1970) and Bauman (l972),warn educators

o ©

not tofconfuse the.dtrue‘ communlcatlve competence of black students e
with tne;typlcally teluctant audpabbreviatéd recitatlons oirected,
~towailr’dlpu_bl.ic schoolﬁteachetsgf.lnese.concetnsllead.to"a.call for p
‘ :measures'oé>vetbal perfgrmance‘mnich.capitalize on:social contexts and ’

N
-

fonctions‘for speaking as defined by -the students'-cultures. In tﬁis .

.t

;*sense,'competence is viewed in a manner consistent *with.that- of

. s . . n
4 . . . Pid . .

° : educational measurement theorists who frequently link the term o .
.o . MR - . . .
"competencE”vwith"maximal (as opposed to-—typical).performance testing

PR Lo . : . - s
. N N A
o5 . ~
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: (Glaser & Nitke, 1971). The distinction highlighted here is that of

"ability versus actual performance,under less than optimal conditions. -

- - . Again, this is certainly an issue of great concern. But it is also an
n A . . . )
issue greatly removed from the realm of the cognitive competence:

perspective.. ST

- -~ !

' . Vo _Taking as#crimiial the general,assumptions of'competence'metatheory

outllned in Chapter One, all of these works cla1m1ng to 1nvest1gate

. communlcatlve competence are surely in the sp1r1t of connctence studre/.
. S - ) ‘ e
QnFor example, Cazden's (l970) def1n1tlon of communicative comnete/ge as
— : /
"how the Chlld percelves and categorlzes the social s1tuatlons of the

- P .

' world and dlfferentlates hlS ways of speaklng accordlngly”’(p 84)
. NS ' & N : - /" T .
v - rlght headea w1th respect to Lhe aims of the competence perspectlve.;,,la

s

In a compitlhle_gg;n;lRodnlck'and Wo od (l973) do refer to "an under—

[P : : [

ly1ng set of rules, determlned by. culture and/s1tuatlon, affectlng
L T AR
language .choices in, 1nterper,onal communlcétlon events" (p. 115). In
* practice, hEWeVét,'this body of lfterature“invokes probabilistic norms
E‘ . . . - ‘,. . . .
e and_behavioral factors, rather than’enabling rules, in"operationalizing'"'
| v N - % - oo

T and-explloatrng these concepts.” To th1s extent, they: dev1ate from

- . . ~emy A -

.

L
rlgorous competence metatheoretlcal assumptlons.,
Nom it may be th“t/these comments concerning the "deviance' of -

s ) ] e - ) " - I3
cutrent notions of cgmmunrcatlve competence turn simply on a’point
| Y ! .' ' \ // . .

RO concernﬁngAdiffe;ent.readings of the term "competence'". If this is

Co o e : ’ y ' L.
s , so, ther there/ is no warrant to expect conformance to the cognltlve

. competenc//perspectlve.< However, given the development \and ratlonale

of the concept following Hymes (l97l), this does not appear- to be the

Q R — L — )

ERIC
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" profoundiy influenced by theories of linguistic competence.
P e Y - . . y - i

‘rules would assign structural descriptions to

S

23

case. Rather, it is apparent that scholars in the field of communicative

Iy -
“ . -~

.<competence.have by design.placed their work in a framework which is

N

In-addition. if this "deyiauce" has no consequence for the output

<

of studies of communicative cqmpetence,;then these comments may be
dismissed as terminological nitdpicking.' Once again, however, it-is ‘
apparent that the lack of adherence to comffetence principles is not a
o . N D ' . /..'
< L. . ) . ' . o
vacuous,'issue. An examplé, selected not for its shoddiness“but rather

for iﬁé\imgggt, may serve to illusﬁrate the consequences of adopting

Cm—— . 1
. T e el I3 e

a less than rigorous posture toward the concept; of competence.
: C . " :

‘

-

Susan Philips' excellent cccounts of the communicative habits of
: . A > -

children\are_expliéitly phrased in terms of ‘rules

1

Warm Springs Indian

N o .

for appropriate spééch usage (Philips, lQ70);aﬁd communicative

. . N ) 3 - , \ .
competence (Philips, 1972). “The reports concentrate on cataloguing

S

“conditions under which children's verbal participation was observed,

and those under which it was not. These conditions are related to
e '
socialization patterns by which children acquire’ the mediating traits

N .

of self-reliance, self-determination, and a dynamic fluidity in assuming

leader/audience/participant rdles. Generaliégd-to the public school

classroom, these qualitdes. result in depressed verbal performances.

Philips’ observations,'astutg as they are, lack any reference to

underlying mental constructs which must be postulated-in order to

-

acéount for her data.. In .terms of a performance model, these underlying

[N ¥ 4

social contexts in order

o - -

to determine if the features of a current situation conform to those

~

PN .~

.

°



-
3 .

which'are criterial in order for a .context to count as one. in which

-
N

e L speaking is appropriate. Of cquréé; the explahatory riéhneés of the

i~ performance model is function of the degree to which the postulated, | S

. . K R A . . . .
internalized rules have beén explicated in a' comprehensive mannetr. As

Schneider (1975):argues, although a researcher may claim allegiance to

va_rule—govenééd perspectivg, he orjshe'isuoééra;ing in a "classical
. pé%édig&" if the ultimate go;l_of.the'inv;stigation‘ié_somethi;g o;hér -
,_‘f than the iIium%naEioﬁ quUnderlyiﬂg cogniti&é categorieé ;nd operétidns..
Suéh'is the case ﬁi;h Philipé‘ work: The consequence of:hgr failufe to

:'confqrmfto thg'géals of competence metathepr&,:Figiﬁly‘conceived from

- a cognitivist peint.of view, is that 'the fesultngiperformahcé“mUdéI—“"‘“"“‘_’”"—““

‘. ~

. : R e ) . v . )
fails to attain a depth and richness of explanation which certainly
A RN 2 N
o Ty L ] ' ' . : :
“i- .. ¢« - seems a desirable attribute. . - B o . o

M . . [ -

Despite Ehe range of gmphases,and theoretical rigor described

“ above, several generalizations may be,made about the common core .of
N e N . . -

™ - . -
e 13 .

the communiative competencg school as it is currently envisioned. A
. - . ) _ _ S

1 . - 3 - : ) - ! L3 s 3
Adherence to. the'communicative competence per.pgctive is motivated, by

<€}
. .

"the belief that the concept of liriguistic competence is too narfow a

R .concept, failing to encompass essential facts about language use. The

touchstones of communicative competence formulations include the

principle thatfinyarianqe in underlying language structure,is coupled

with wide vériétion.in language use (Guﬁperz, 1971). Lapguagé is

’

iviewed-as primarily a functional instrument that operates in social

W L ‘contexts. And on the basis of these contexts and functions, 'speakars

- adapt their 'atterances-by selecting systematically from their repertoires -

.
~

.'; of érammatically’feasjble:stfucturés (Hymes, 1973).

. - PR,

d
-
"<
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In addition, most communicative competence theorists have apparently

" adopted the position thatithe study of language in its social context
" necessitates a denial of the mentalistic orientation associatéd with

rigorous competence metatﬁeofy (cf. Labov, 1972). Quite to the

. "contrary, this paper suppdrts the stance that use of the term . ' ' .

"communicative competence' ought imply "a very strong claim; that we A
consider commuﬂicatiye behavior to permit creat?vity and to reflect =~ .~ - 7

inherent forms which communicators 'know' and base perceptual judgments

_ on. If we do-not intend this claim; then the use of the term is o
U ) ' i ! N ' oo

misleading, if not vacuous" (Sanders & Schneider,'l972). According to _ -

the view:of this paper then, specified diétinctively_in light of the

goals, methods, andvassumptioné.inherent in the general competence
! o paradigm,-a theory of communicative competence 1is best conceived as a

©

grammar of communication, a set offrules)which may be postulated ss
> . . 25 o

. . T ~ A . -
: underlying the cofimunicative behavior of an ideal mewher of & speech ~
Lying the mu - :
T - . - . - i
, community. : ~ : . - ' . .

v
H

It- should be noted ﬁhét a small group of tﬁeorists, apért from

the mainstream of those associating themselves with commuﬁicative“;

\

. competence, have indeed aabbted'a rﬁle—systémié and cognitivist
"perspective’ quite consistent with competeiice metatheory. Schneider L. i
(1975), for example, .sought to '"go beyend the surface of communicative,

- behavior ‘and explore the depths of.communicativg*kqowiédge“ (p. 11).
d an experiment invescigating cultdrafiy

-

Toward this end he conducfe

s o diverse informants' intuYttions about the well-formedness of certain

intention-=situation—-utterance constellations. In a consanguine spirit,
: -t = ==,

A " Sankoff (1974) argued that guantitative studies ‘of speech behavior "€an
‘ e < \ .
. P 29 -
Qo = '
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' communicative ,conpetence, the following sections of the paper explore
ooos . oo .

26,

-~

be fruitfully used in demonstrating.not only the general patterns

existing within i speech .community, but alsé the subtle distinctions

internalized by individuald' (p. 20). A similar metatheoretical stance
{4 taken in an’ essay by Habermas (1970) which is concerned with the
etiology of both pathologically distorted communication as well as

normal failures of intersubjectivity. Habermas: suggests that

* therapists, indeed all individuals, have tacit knowlegge allowing the

recognition of accurate expressions of intentions.” From this premise

he develops a notion of communicative competence which

'is defined by

the ideal speaker's mastery of the dialogue-constitutive universals

" " irrespective of actual restrictions under empirical conditions™ (p. 369) .7

-~

A . > : » .

..« Having-deTlared for this type of-understanding of the concept of
J - . N - e . N

severanl classes of empirical and theoretical findings bertaining to -~

' K} : - . :
‘rule formulations of communication. The goals of this analysis are -to

e - .

demdﬁ&&rate that a competence perspective does, in fact, fit the data

of lanéggggguse,'and to escéblish‘precedeﬁt'fbr handling these data

by means of competénce theories. These findings will aid, finally, in

~

° . ) = N v \~\. 3 . ‘ = ]
formulating some more specific comments about the nature of communicative

competence tha. nave been proferred thus far.

i -

o .

S

A
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e . GHAPTER ITI
ETHNOGRAPHIC-SOCIOLINGUISTIC EVIDENCE

The~ethnography of speaking (Hymes, :1962) arises from ﬁhe

- ' . . :
aﬁthrppSTBgisg§' concern with the study of "speaking as an activity

“in its an‘right" (p.“iOI). Sociolinguistics, quite naturally, arises

+ from the amalgam of sociological and linguistic’ endeavors, the

-
" . 5 . .

e  description of socially stratified linguistic variables (Fishman; 1970;
, Pride, 1970)L The two fields coipcide'in that their common object ’ .
sw . ... ..0of concern is what structural linguistic tradition (including

— generative—transforﬁational_grammar) dismisses as "free variation"

; .. ’ ' ’ n - . ’
/f a (Fisher, 19583 Labov, 1972): The traditional supposition has been

S

" that of a homogeneous speech community in which variation in the use

of forms serving the same referential function could be ignored. In

-

A . a typical account, for'example, the forms /dis/ and /this/ would be
noted as allomorphs; linguisticallx equivalent. " The sociolinguist,‘

or linguistic-ethnographer, on the other hand, observes the variation
: ) P . _ : }
. . L . , ‘ .
and finds its distribution and social significance worthy of investigation.
. ' P : C . S,
‘Speech varies no*\on%yualong deinographic dimensions, as long

L // .

fecpgnizea by dialécf ?eogﬁaphers, but al;d along dimensipns'of'contéxt
or comm;nicafive situa%idn(k The principlé of coﬁtextually deﬁendegt
interpretation_has ldn% beéﬁ a-Eéﬁet of ;thnoéraphic ﬁethodoloéfAf
(Malinoyski, 1935); bué.has;oniy.réceﬁﬁly been intréduéed towexplain
'"iinguistic vgri;éion W thin_;wspeech community (Lébov; 1966). Relevant

¢ Loy

¥ ‘ . _ .
. o '

! : : .

i

S




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. & Fishman, 1971), and occasion *(Toelken, 1971). P

- comminities; but rather high incidences of dialect features correspond

. 28 .
. -/'

aspects of context include the relationships betwecen participants in

1 . .
an interaction (Blom & Cumperz, 1972), the topic of discourse (Greenfield
A
In the course of investigating language i@ contéxt, it has been

’ AN ' , .
“identical\linghistic»forms may servebaiﬁferent communicative

Ny

found Ehat
S~

——

. N et ‘ .
functions in-;;;}b(gntjcontexts and, conversely, ‘different linguistic

forms may serve idéntical'functionsvin‘different contexts'(Hymeé, 1962),
Indeed, the identification of form-function-context dependencies may
. .

be viewed as the core of the ethnographic and SOciolingdistic enterprises;
N . : :

]
. 3

One function which has réceived considerable‘attention' rom
ethnographers and sogiolinguists is status marking (Lakoff, 1973b;

Shuy, Wolfram & Riley, 1967). The reciprocal funcﬁion, determining
S , ~ y . § S . .
social identities oh the basis of language, ‘has.recently been treated

from the point of view of comﬁuuicqtive competqﬁce (Edelsky, 1974). As .

conceptuaiized primarily EhrOpgh the work of William Labov (1966, 1972,

1973),:1inguistic status darkers are viewed not as fixed features, but

rather as variables which are governed in a systematic fashion by

context. Among“New York City speakers, for'example, Labov‘(1966)

found--that<post-vocalic /r/ deletion is a‘'reliable status marker -in

informal contexts, but that under more formal conditions all speakers:
\ ' : -

fetain more post-vocalic /r/, and lower middle class individuals may _2j
acfually overshoot the bfestige speech norm. Similarly, Black English
Vernacular dialect is not uniformly distrﬁbuted within black speech

<

al

"to the performance of a peer group affiliation function (Labov, 1973).



! " ' C I ‘- . - ! " “ i ' 2y

wvhe ethnegraphic-sociolinguistic perspective, then, provides data

about the interdependencies between stylistic or linguistic variation,

social contexts, and interpersonal functions. What is important to- "“}\

.

the case for communicative competence is that tﬁééenihtérdependedcies
have been shown to be rule-governed (in Slobin's sense). That

i form-function-context regularities are extended to new instances--

S

. creativity=-is demonstrated by childrens facility at using language

"appropriately in novel situations (Ervin-Tripp, 1971). 'Individuals

‘can detect inappropriate ‘code usage with considerable (and often

embarrassihg) acumen (qufinkel, 1967; Goffman, 1959). Finaliy,
people do have a sense of whichllanguagé behavior sequeﬁces are - . '?~M“ﬂs

'

constituted correctly with respect to social variables (Noefsinger,

1975; Schegloff, 1968). It seems highly justified: then, to postulatéi N

a model of mental representation undeplying discourse abilities in -~ <~

terms of sociolinguistics (Ervin-Tripp, 19?2)'or speaking (Béuman,.l9i2;

f -

‘Humes, 1962) rules.

Ervin-Tripp (1972) offers substantial insight“into-the'ﬁgtgrg of

such sociolinguistic rules. She distinguishes three types -of-rules.

which ‘operate at all levels of discourse from the phonehe to the

interactional episode. Alternation rules choose: from a set of

referentially equivalent expressions on-the basis of "social selectors"
corresponding to the role attributes of participants. Co-occurrence

- rules legislate‘stylistic_consistency-once alternation rules hévejbéen

S e - *

"‘wemployed. Hérizontal Co-occurrence restrictions ensure consistency

.

v between sequential items in a discourse string while vertical-

co~accurrence rules pertain to consistency of an item's presentation

< . -

ERIC ‘ B ' '
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at eaoh level of.analysis (e.g. sophisticated lexical items are
‘pronouncédemith-stondard'phonologxg standard pronunciation of argot
may very well.constitute an'“ill—formed”'formativeg. Finail;, |
'sequencing rulesleoncern appropriate ordaring offspeech aets'within a
portion‘of discourse (e.g. renuesting pr;cedes entreating).

In a nonformal, process-oriented approach it may be said that

members of speech communities have internalized a common set.of such

sociolinguistic rules. By means of these rules, social meanings or
| \ E N ' I !
nonlLteral significations are-ericoded and deéiphefedu Thus, for

ekample, a student address1ng a professor as "Sir" signifies an entire
constellation'of bellefs and role postures. And regardless of the'

degree of deference with which one perceives contemporary professors,

~
“

all members of: m1ddle class American speech communities are capable of

o

reading the social meahing encoded in this simple utterance.

v ‘ ' However,‘Ervin—Tripp~apparently‘hasain mind a more -formal notion

. . . , o ! ' . ;
of rule, one which conforms erolsely to the premises of the competence

.

w

== paradigm, ﬁeseribing her diagrammatic notation, Ervin-Tripp writes .
Note. that ‘the set of!paths, or the rule, ‘is 1like a 3 —
formal grammar in that it is a way of.representing °
‘a logical model. .The model is not intended as a
model of a process, of the ‘actual decision sequence
by which a speaker qhooses a form of address or a-
listener interprets jone. . The two- structures may or

4 .. may not correspond., In any oase, the task of -.

h determining the structure implicit in people's —

. S - report of what formg of address are.poss'bteiii;

- ‘ S "1ppropriate is clearly diétinctﬁgpq“’the task of

studying how pEOpleJ 1n/£ealésituatlons and in rer

time, make ch01cts « »<" [T]wo individuals might
‘have different dec gdion or interpretation procedures
" for sociolinglistic ‘alternatives but have the

identi loglcal sdructure to their reports of

S ‘yvior. (1972, p. 220) =

|

t

I

. . . . i
| |

. l
et e s ‘ o . !
i
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- "Considerations sﬁch as these have led Grimshaw (1973) to conclude

"there may very well be grammars

strong support to the concept of communicative competence.

-

Y]

.

n
of social interaction for societies . . .

.Clearly, then, the ethnographic—sociolinguiStic{perspective lends

Qo

31

in a quite precise analogue to the linguists' rules of grammar" (p. 290).
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CHAPTER IV PR
» : ' :
FORMAL-SEMANTIC EVIDENCE

Formal stydies of language are those investigations of linguistic:

. N . . ~ ' . .
competence conducted under the generative framework now current 1n

. linguistics. Especially significant to the purposes of this essay are

those édggestions made by séme linguists,-in attempting to solve
cefﬁain.formal probleﬁs in“syntax, that Fuies of grammar muétahave
referenqé to communicatively relevant sbciél features. The séman;ic
perspective, while of'increasing_impo;tance to formal 1inguistics,

o

originated from'the study of.meaning in philogophy. A branch of the

+

pgilosophy.of language, séeech act theory, deserves particular -
attention s;nce'it poinﬁs to a functional’acéoﬁqt ofAmeaning and
postulatés a fdle4ébverned syStem; The‘formal and seméntié berSﬁectives
are 1ingéd here undet a single éategof?zéincé:

with abstract systems transcending the individhal,:because they are

‘both understood in terms of rules,\hnd becanse ultimately'théy’ovérldb

_considerably despite their differen; points of origin.

By and large, mainstream formal linguistics operates under the

éssumbtipn that syntax should be:studied independently of Semantics

Y

and also .that syntax is more revealing of the nature of language

y .
.

. (Chomsky, 1965). Typically, syntactically motivated arguments have the

T

Al
ot

they are both concerned

L

KY
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greatest persuasiveness in linguistic circles. Thus, a fruitful line

B

of investigation involves those cases ‘In which semantlc information is-

i

' n
necessary in order to account for=syntactic relations. For example,
(4) That is the car which broke down

(5) fThat is the traitor who broke down

S

are grammatical, but oy
Sk ) ‘ . - - .
(6) That is the car 'who broke down }
* ] . e . .
7 That is the traitor which broke down .

are not. (An asterisk preceding a string signifies that the string is
not well>formed.) The rules u¥ English syntax determine that "who'

replaces deep structure noun ‘phrases which are marked as human-like,

- \ .

: ¥ . while "which" replaces deep structure nodﬁ phrases which are marked ‘as
nonhuman-like. Semanfic'facts which determine the di;tribution‘of
_ morphemes like "'who" and "which“ arélcalléd selectional *éstrictions
.(Cﬁom;ky, 1965). Violations of sélectioﬁal rules result in ungrammatical

. . _ . .
sentences.. [Interestingly, Chomsky (1965) notes that sentences which
contain such violitions are naturally interpreted as having been used

metaphorlcally, or else as having been taken out of some rich linguistic

)

context (cf. Harré, 1974).1]

Seléctional restrictions are closely related to the entailments

\

(Fillmore, 1971) or presuppositions (Hutchingon, 1371} Keenéﬁ, 1971;

Lakoff, 1971a, 1971b; lLandesman, 1972) Which'a‘gpehker makes in
..“ ) . N b . N . \\‘ e )
, . utteriag a sentence. (For the sake of convenienééﬁ\one may discuss
e ' . . . , i . T . "\\\ . }
) the presuppositions of a sentence, which, in fact, are. fictioral

\\‘

-entities.) Sentences (6) and (7) ‘above are not well;fofﬁéd because

N :

their presuppositions contradict selectional restrictions on“their noun

N
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»

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"
K

phrases. TFor further illustration of the role of presupposition in

N -

grammar, note -that the verb phrase "broke down'" presupposes a prior

- state ot prbper repair:
(8). The car was working fin2 when it suddenly broke down

* ] . )
(9) _The car was’'not working at all when it suddenly broke .down

Presuppostpioﬂs, then, are propositions which are not explicitly

34

encoded [in a sentence, but, are understood In the course of interpreting’

n

a sentence. A major sQurce of'presuppositionpl information is the
) {

selectional restrictions'on linguistic formatives. Selectional

restrictions, in -turn, -are essential factors in syntactic description.

Thus, the acceptability of the presuppositions of a sentence 1is an

v

.

important factor in making judgments of grammaticality.. N -

Y . .
* George Lakoffr (1971a) notes that individuals may differ in their

assignment of 'selectional restrictions to linguistic formatives, and

hence in their, judgments of the grammaticality/acceptability of given
o s . ' L . ’ .
sentences on the basis of the vresuppositions of those senterces.
. ) - ) . ). - .
" ’(10) ?The dog Knew his master was home :
. s :

: i . N h '.'
Sentence (10) presupposes that the subject possesses.the property of

" thoughtfulness. For some. English speakers; thenoun’ "dog" may be

marked with selectidnal restrictions consistent.with that presupposi-

Y

“tion, while for other spcakers, the salecticnal fgstrictions on "dog"

”

may contradict the preéﬁpbosition. Nevertheless, all-English speakers

a

tacitly know that someone who utters (10) is attributing thought to the

Ldog. Lakoff concludes that 1iﬁguistic.cpmpétence does not legislate

acceptable presuppositioné,’but rather (among other things) pairs

ey

sentences with their corresponding entailments.  Specific judgments as

>
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part/;ular Judge (Hutchinson, 1971). In short, it ig a function of

function is to signify - the kinds of conditions described by Keenan.

' .. 35

to the well-formedness of sentences depends on’the belief asystem of the

formal lingulstic competence which permits sbegkﬁrs to draw ‘ccrtaln

inferences about the bheliefs of those who utter sentefices. .-, \

u .

Thus far, only-logical' presuppositions of sentences (Keenan, 1971)
haVé heen discussed. These are a class of propositions which is
defined in terms of truth values or logical consequences. In addition,

many, perhaps all, .sentences contain bresuppositions which refer to

social ,factors. Typically called pragmatic presuppositions (Lakoff,

' 1973),ﬁKéenan (1971) deséribes them as follows:

. . .

Now many sentences require that certain culturally

defined conditions or contexts be satisfied in

order for an utterance of that .sentence to be

understood (in its literal, intended meaning). Thus

these conditions are naturally called presuppositions

of the sentence.  If they are not sdtisfied, ‘then the

... utterance is either not understandable, or else.

7 understood in some non-literal way--insult or jest

" for example. These conditions include among others:
(a) status and kinds of relations among participants;
(b) age, sex, -and generation relatons among '
participants; (c) status, kin, age, sex, and genera-
tion relations between participants and imdividuals
mentioned 'in the sentence; (d) presence or absence

"~ of cetrtain objects in the physical setting of the )
utterance; and relative location of participants and f
‘items mentioned in the sentence itself. (p. 49) -

o

’ Pragmntiﬁ, as well as logical, presuppositions are crucial for

syntactic description. Japanese, as well as certain other Asian
languages, has a complex system of linguistic pafticles whose sole

i

.

in (a), .(b), and (c) abéve (Peng, 1974). Violafions of go~occurreﬁce

restrictions between these particles result in contradictory pragmatic

»

presuppositionsd'and“henceiih judgments of ungrammaticality (R. Lakoff,

*

1971). .The use of alternate forms of the French second persan singular

P S e T -

0
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pronouns ("tu' and "vous") must 1lso satisty pragmatic presuppositions
or else result in Lil=formed sentences in certain Cu;cﬂ (Keonan, 197i).
Englfsh,»toog _abvibits some roughly analogous syntactic ‘phenomena:

(11) 1'd like you to mq;t my dearest friend, Morris

(12) *1'd 1iku'yun.t0 meet the most distinpulshed professor
" of German philology In the world, Morris.

The ‘selectional restrictions on thé noun phrase "my dearest friend" are
!

consistent with some presupposition derived from the use of an untitled

proper noun referring to a person. Most English speakers would 'read

"Morris"_in (11) as a first name because the presupposition of. first name

B

use most closely parallels the selectional restrictions on the apqositive

noun plrase. On the other hand, all readings of (12) yield a contra-

"

dictioh between the semantic features of "the most distinguished

_professor of German.philology in the world" and the presupposition *

derivid from the use of "Morris" in apposition. This data is clearly

similhr to that discussed previously in terms of the ethnographic-

vsociglinguistic perspective. The coincidence of the, findings from the

diff¢rent perspectives only serves to strengthen the view that much of

! : .
communicative behavior is a competence phenomenon.

Aﬂditiondl.evideﬁce of the encoding of pragmatic presuppositions

>

in grammar involves the'presuppositign of recipro&ity of action derived

from the intonation contours of sentences like (13): Lo

.

. ! - ) ~ . ~
1__(13) Mary kicked John and ther John kicked her.

George Lakoff (1971b) observes that any compound sentence with agent_ahd

object inverted in the two main clauses and which is marked with an

intonation contour like that of (13) carries with it the presypposition
of reciprocjity. . - , .
- a ) c . .

<
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. 3 ‘(14) Mary called Jo& a Republican and then he Insulted her

(15) ”Mnry called Joe home for dinner and then he tusulted her
* ) . . . ) R “
(L6) Mary daw Joe and then he insulted her

Sentences (14) and (15) are grammatical only Lf the actions represented
in the first clauses are sdmchvw equivalent te those: represented in

T N o ‘ .
-, the second clauses. In-any event, the speaker, of English ds ‘able to -

ascertaln that whoever uttered (14) believes it is an insult to be
, t o _
. , 'qallcd a Republican and that wlibever uttered (15) believes that "1t is

:‘qn’insult to be called home for'dinncr. Sentence (16) 1s judged

ungrammatical because sceing somcone does not constitute an insult in’

. . ;- . ! “
Western culture. (More precisely, the éontext in which sceing someone

v

constitutes'qﬁ”insult_ié so specific that speaking rules would call

~ N ol STy “

‘for the context to-be specified in the immediate linguistic environment.)

Findings on"presupposition such as these emerge from the formal

" -

PR

study of syntax. They indicate that certain beliefs are nonexpliéifly

' ¢ _ o : ' s
encoded in sentences and that grammatical rulés must have reference to

o

Ehese beliefs. That is to say, an adeduéte'fofmulatiod of linguistica

! " . R “

.

- competence must“hévg the means to represent presuppositional content.’

.-
. . . . .ot

)

Among these presuppositions are beliefs about ttre social‘wonld, ; ﬂ

ive -events.

~

" including the relations betweéen participauts in communicat

v N -

g . *In short, aspects of eommunicative competence have alteady been

a s,

_anticipated by the formal study of language.
: Now it must be noted that the sorts.of interpretations which rely .
~ . N ! . - . * - . N : v

‘on the concept of pragmatic presupposition are far from acceptable to-

many linguisEs,_par:icularlylas these explanations hdve been used to

/
. .

o . . R
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support the doctrine of generative .semantics (Lakoff & Ross, 1973).
ot P Katz and Bever (1974), for example, take the more orthodox -position

arguing that the generative semanticists' data can be accounted for

‘

. . :~ extra;Linguistically in terms of perceptﬁal étrategies,_gonvetsapionaL:
:o_ R iimplicaturés”(crice; l967);:and cultgral stereo:ypcé, iThey fdfpher

>_\  Hj ciaimcthat discussions of suéh issues és pragmatic pre;gppqsitions iﬁ
" the realﬁ of syntactic theory carry with them tﬁé\dénger of?regreésion

<

tq’empiricism and probabilistic explanapion. While tbe.Katz and Bever~

posiﬁion Bédes fgorly for the prospedts of formal théofies of

'““‘_. .'b commdﬁicativé compéfénce,:a more pfomising clayifi&atién is offered by

S:Choméky, himself. Chomsgy (1975, p.'sé) also'argueg St;ongiy for the
autonomy of g:ammar\vig:a¥vis thébriés of:hUman'relééions, bﬁt

’”l".,' N nevercheless §ugéests tﬁéfprdpgbility that,communitétive function may
:Be coﬁceivedAas an i;dependent-System orgaﬁiéed by principles similag

©-to théée‘governing langﬁage*broper._ Certainlf if is‘Beyoud.the scope

“of this essay to decide the issue of grammar's autonomy. (Although one
< . no AL .onme

"7 cannot escape the reasonableness of the middle ground: some communica-

“tive constraints enter into .the derivation of sentences and some

'*5:*——;ﬁ“““f‘Iiﬁgﬁi§EiEmEﬁlgg—ﬁIﬁﬁgwgbnstraints on style.) What is important for

\

-

J+ " our purposes is the réalization following from formal studies: of *syntax;
Y ) . . B . . ] -. __‘ : —_‘/ ] . ] B

- to whit, that matters pertaining tc communicative relations can be_
et T represented within a competence framework. And. this .conclusion does

- ~. . . ' . .
« . ’ S

o .

A not appear to be endangered by arguments concerning the autonomy of

grammar per se.’ : ' _ ' L

G L Lingui%ts have been.far less concerned, and also far less successful, -
/ + in dealing with semantic description than with syntactic description.

© .

1
A
~
.

fa,

"

’
.

v
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-One of the earliest, and still paradigmatic, semantic theories of
comprehensive scope developed within the generative-transformational
framework is-that of Katz/ and Fodor (1963). . Briefly;—their theory

asserts-that the meaning of a sentence is due to the concatenation of

semantic features assoc1ated with the-sentence'’s constituents.

Moreover, Katz and Fodor exp11c1tly reJect -any consideration of

nonlingulstlc context in accountlng for meaning. However, . th1s approach

to meaning-invested in isoiated sentences is marked by its inability
to<disambiguate most sentences‘(Bolinger, 1965). At best, the theory
. 1s capable of deallng ‘with only absolutely literal. meanlng (Welnrelch

1966)

Tor

In contrast to Katz and Fodor's ‘avoidance of extra-linguistic

factors, the currentvtrend'invlinguistics-seems"to look toward theories'
of meaning t1ed to language use in real s1tuatlons (R. Lakoff, 1971).

‘\ o .
‘The notlon that the meanlng of a sentence is determlned by the functlons

" and contexts 1n which 1t 1s“used is due to the school of philosophy
<

_known as ordinary"languagevphilosophy.3’ An early phllosopher in th1s

vein, LUdng WLttgensteln (1953) described 1anguage as a game w1th :

3

. rules for using expressions.” To mean something by using a symbol.’is

to use that symbol according to the ruleSfof ‘the .game. To'understand

s1tuated ut\Erance._ !

.

The theory of speech acts is an attempt to elucidate the rules

for language use.: fhe'theory was sparked by.J. L. Austin's (1962)

-~

f1nd1ng that people may use language for a varlety of functions beyond

predication and- reference. This dlscovery led Au°t1n to establlsh the_"

o ot -

R
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categories® of locutionary and illocutionary speech acts. Locutionary .

acts correspond to the formulation of propositions as':. =~ |
(17)*&The sun rises in the“west.

"

But it is 1llocutlonary acts that constltute the major focus of -

~Dee

speech\act theory. They are easy to 1dent1fy when the1r expressions
are marked.hy exp}icit performative verb53 |
(18) 1 pronounce you man ahd‘;ife | | N
(19) I christen this ship thé Annabelle Lee .
(20) I'pledge you my- support _ PO - .
(21) 1 éuestion thr_hotives‘ | ‘
(22). T challenge you, cur. )

Clearly,>the utterance of .locutions like (17) does hot make the state

_of affairs described therein occur. However, illocuticnary acts are,

in fact, accoﬁplished.in the uttering of expreeeions like '(18) - (22).

By uttering“(l8); for example, in accordance-with conventions for'the'c

use of ‘that expression, the speaker does make a pledge, ‘regardless of

whether the pledge is honored subsequently. - . ) ' . ;fwﬁﬂ“

Illocutlonary speech acts, however, are not always marked” by

explicit performative verbs. In such cases,.the context of utterance

b4

serves to make the illocutionary force apparent. Thus,

(23) Itfs cold in here -

uttered on a certain occasion " (in a room made cold by an obvious open,

N

w1ndow y/; speaker standing in a certa1n role relation to a llstener

”'Iﬁaster to butler)*may have the same illocutioenary force as

ERIC
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(24) I order you to close the window

(Gordon and‘Lakoff 1969). Another example of how context’may St

N .

_1llum1nate nonexpllclt 111 =L ary. force is the fam111ar sentence
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_report to you that . . .
. . 9}

N

w(25) Can you pass the salt? -

uttered at the dinner table.

~a-duestion;™a simple Verbal
oy -

(25) conventionally hds the

o

response would be inappropriate.

force of a request.

Although-(ZS) has the .surface form of

N

/

e

Rather,

L

It -appears then that ilioputionary‘ébts cannotmbe'diffefentiated

from locutionary acts bynahy linguistié,sﬁpface structure features.
Y. ) Suptace St
Indeed, ‘it is likely that all'realﬁzed sentences aré’illp%utions and

that locutions cannot.be generated iﬁ'isolltfgﬁ.(Searle,-1968);'

Therefore, sentences like

.(26) Mary hit Jobn

«

Ry

or "I assert to you that

.must contain at some level of representation a performétivaﬁlikq "I

. .This

41

/.

analysis is independently corroborated by linguist John Ross (12192/4/’/

who argues on the basis of some troubleéomevpronominalizaﬁi.n phenemena

that explicit performative verbs appear in the deep structures of

declarative sentences and then are optionally deleted by transformational

Lo ol

RS

(27) Hello

may be considered the primary unit"bf linguistic communic
/ g -

(Wallace, 1970).4 ‘ T

R . T E—

‘propositional or lotutionary content:

S

J,-%.

-

.o

force, some utterances may be entirely illocutionary, with no

~

ation .

A,
A

“On the basis of demonstrations such as' these, the illocutionary act

rules. Although locutions cannot be: realized without_sbme illocutionary
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.
[ . - -

While the conceﬁt:of_illochtion is'clarifiedvbyhéifférentiating it
from lochion{ the moég-distihqgive dgfiniﬁional-attribute‘of L
.. illocutions is.that tggy cannoénbe assigned truth valués (Austiﬁ, 1962).
(28) 1 Behave-ap Adnt ﬁay}s héuse:

o~ o (29) 1 promise to behave at Aunt-May's house

¥

"(30a) That's not true .

L (30b) You're not being sincere

s { ‘ . _ ) . :
”/’T_ To contradict (29), nne would use (30b), butfnog,§30a). On the other

) B » . _
hand, assuming that (28). is meant literally &s a report or assertion,

.fip_ié most approprié;ely negated by (30a), .[The factlthat itfméy“be
e somewhat acceptable to contradict (23) by (30b) is evidence that the

s

-mental representation of (28) contains some illocutionary force marker.]

Notice thét'(28),lwhqse surface structure resembles the propositional

-

- or lpcﬁtioﬁnry content of (29) is éuscaptible to truth judgmehts.. But

vit»is.senseleSS/to-5udge illocutions as true or false b;causéitheyfcbﬁef
‘ -into gxis:ehce Fimply as a consequerce of-théir utterance. However,
thedaéprQQriateness of (30b) as a réspbnse_to (29) indicates_ghat'”
illocuticnary aéfs_dg‘occagiongliy run amiss of conditions o&her_thép

i~
———

“truth valte. Theséuspgech act conditions may be recognized ‘as the

[

H ¥

a.praglatik presuppoSitions of illocufidnary expressions (G. Lakoff),
1971a).. Austin (1962) proposes the terms "felicitous" and "infeliéitous”_
Lo . . N

to déscriBefqhé-well—fbrmedﬁess of. speech acts with respect. to their

"conditions. It is possible to enumerate the conditions for felicitous

speech acts and thereby come one step closer to formulating rules for .
. ‘ . . ' L . . . . o . .

wsing language to mean something.

. | 45
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The nature of felicity conditions can best ‘be understood by

-

example. John Searle (l§69) has'bropOSed'a setlof conditions which. /

is necessary and sufficient for the felicitous perfdrdance of the

St L speech act of promisihg. The following felicity conditions are

. adapted from Searle's: -

*Cl. MNormal input-output relations obtain. That is, the ’

speaker, $, and -the hearer, H, use the same ‘linguistic

T .3‘ o . édde;!no phjsicél'impediments'to/ﬁrOductioﬁ or reception
~ : » C igre present; g'ig not being_coerced; the quéchaact is not
<h . o '}"parasitic” ds i; %iterature;’joking,'éf&. . : .
. . ' \‘ . E. 4 . .
o c2. S expresses a ptdpbgision, P, in uttering U.

. } : N
C3. P predicates-a future anf, A, ofS.

Nt »

. . [TERN . . N '
C4. S believes that H would prEer\that S to A. Interestingly,

”_upte;ances of the form "I prbmise“youlfhaﬁ . . . " which do

\,

not fulfill (C4) oftéa have‘thé\illbcutionary'forc¢,of
. . ".-.1 N\ . . - .

E ) . B \‘ "o . .
threats. o _ Lo R = -
: . ' - v I3 ' o I3 N . I3 ) \\ N : . . ‘ ’ .
“ - .C5. It .is not obvious to S, and S believes it -is not obvious .
. - - N . ) .

to Hy that S would do A in the normal coyrse of events.
N R T . N . . .
“This™is &an .instance of the more general speech act condition: L

there is apoint to performing 'an‘illocution. (Thus, it is’
e an insult to state well known information in detail -to a -
knowledgeable audience because such statements presuppose

ignorance.)
O ' C6. S intendsto do A. Sentence (30b) points out.a violation' .
of' this condition.- T . . - .
h R

C7. 'S believes that by uttering U, S is obligated to do A.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

@y "



L 44
FERE

8. S intends that the utt rance of-U will result'in H's knowing
that (C6) and (Ci) and \S intends that H will know that-(C6)

i . \ - - R T
~and (C7) by virtue of His knowledge of the:conventional
¢ : ¥
‘significance of Y= In gther words, S utters’ g S0 that H
B L ‘f. '-:’.‘. . -

_ w1ll ‘know that S 1ntends and is obllgated to do A.

. 'Moreover, S intends that H will know~this because H‘knows
. . ¥

I B _ “., the non-natural meaning OR U, and for no othercreason.
‘ Th1s condltion specifles the perlocutlonary effect (know1ng)

S ) ' that S hopes will transpire, The condition does not
' : \ : - -

specify that this perlocution‘must transpire. Also, 1if the
‘Perlocution does occur, §;hopes that it comes ‘about because
o p' " "he -or she has spoken meaningfully‘(father than because H

v expects'that-a promisefis in order at that point in the

- ~
">,

4 4 conversatlon, for example) S = f.\

AN

c9. U uttered in the context of d1scourse does conventlonally /////

presuppose (Cl), (C8) 'That 1s,_§ has used the approprlate
R - ' ’ ] .
llngulstlc formula for hls or her purposes.' ‘This condition,

.o 3

' 1t must be acknowledged glosses over complex mattetrs of
literal meaning._‘ o ' .

From felicity conditions—or—pragmatic-présuppositions-such~as—;}—____
4 . .

these, J¢ can be Seen that the relative roles of part1c1pan@s in a

3 -

communlcatlve event have great bearlng in the well formedness of speech

.acts. h? speaker myst perceive the hearer s level of . knowledge and

needs, and\these perceptlons are- encoded in the speech act. “Conversely,

N s S : o

-the hearer;;haV1ng knowledge_of feliclty condltions.and hav1ng no

47
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:feaeon'to beliéve thae/é;y.have'been violated, can use'the‘speech}
act ae a‘'basis for péiceiving the speaker's geliefs.'
Once the felrblty condltlone for she performance of a g1ven
- ’e: v_fspeech act are/3£certained,vspeech act/;heory wolds that- ruleq may be

. éxtracted. Séeech act rules belong to the class of_Qonstitutive rules.

" Such rule gystems *have the effect of bfingiﬁg‘arbit:ary_phenomene-intb
being. rule regarding eating might regulate that activity .(as in

Ve

’

"Chew fvell before swallowing" ) ‘or even establish etiquette for

3

performing the activity (as in "Say Grace before meals"), but the

ti?ity of eating is undoubtably a precursor “to any such rules. A

i
serve to-constitute the event (as in "Participants would not be present

were it not for the wedding"; an event similar in all aspects of
surface realization would not constitute' a wedding barnquet if this
rule were‘violatéd). Similarly, a brute vocalization may exist prior

to any rules which regulate it, but illocutionary acts like promising,

pledging,'christening, atc., comegintovexistence because they are

_ . S . , SR _ P R y

constituted by arbitrary rule systems.
L . . -

T R The mechanism of meaning, which was the issue which spéwned

interest in the theofynof speech acts, may now bé reeeXamined.m__.~;;wf_Q

Constitutive rules are intimately related to Both illocutionary acts

-~ and MGanings; Searle (1969) assefts that

! : _+« « . the.semantic structure of a language may.
be regarded as a conventional realization of a
series of sets of underlylngdconstltutlve rules,
and that speech acts are aqgfs characteristically"
perfoirmed by.uttering expressions.in accordance”

‘'with. these sets of constitutive rules.. .(p. 37)

el

ERIC
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Wedding'banquet, oﬁ_the other hand, is governed by rules, some of which
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That - is, a person means something by an utterance when he or she uses

the utterance to perform an illocutionary act in -accordance with

°
.

constitutive speech act rul'es. The conventions alluded to earlier .in .
characterizing the concept of non-~natural meaning are captured in ) .

speech’act rules. Peoﬁie understand each other because they share a

use. Perhaps the closest one can come to -

system of ‘rules for- language

‘

identifying meaning is to equate the meaning of ‘an utterance with that

o .

. process which is represented by the rules for using the utterance

t

features must be specified with:matheméticai precision. While

in the performance of felicitous speecH acts. .
G . . { - - .

Thus, the search for the natire of meaning points to a competence
formulation. The theory of speech acts grows out of the view that:
s B B ‘ ' n '

meaning can only be adequately described in terms of function. The
) - . N .. : ' . . . ¢
conditions .for performing felicitous speech acts are ultimately .

+ transformable to rules for using utterances.meapingfullf. It is clear

that donstitutive speech act rules are conceptually equivalent to -~ =

cognitive rules.of the type characteristic of competence theories. -

Speech act rules reflect the structure of speech acts in the minds of

competent communicators. _— L e

Three problems of relating speebh act theory with communicative
competence can be pinpoinped,'howe&er, First, speech act rules mugt
be formalized in a manner-consistent with linguistic notation in

stTuctural téxbnomigs of symbol systems have been developed and

refined over centuries, no such accretive effort has taken place with .
L . : ) : T S

> . .

respect to cdntextual and functional taxonomies of symbol systems. .=’

\

~Speech act rules fprmuléted by Searle (1969) and Labov (l972)-are?

?génerai (G,»Lakbff, 1971). This means that tqnté?tual‘ﬁnd—fﬁncﬁional - -

-
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.less uniquely'taxdnimized. On.the basis of these features, he .

47

relatively infbrmal. -On the other exttemezﬂsome’fofmalize;ions, like .

those of Gordon and.Lakoff (1971), ‘are hlbhly ad h0c. A second barrier

to 1ncorporating speech act theory within the’framework of commuricative
t
/ -

competence is-that the theory tends to. dedl only with function and

. - . . e S L . - . '
context, and ignores their interaction with form or symbol structure. .
Conditions like (C9) above serve/tb'gloss over. important findings of

//.'
-

the ethnograg@ic—sdcioligguist'perspective. Speech act rules must be
designed so that they can generate and interpret'reptesentétions of

. y . - =
specifid situated‘utterances./-Finally, it has not been adequately

demanstrated that speech act rule systems possess the rich systemlc

ot

structure chapacteristic of competence foer}ations. 'Speech act rules

°

must be hierarchically organized and general})able across varieties
of illocutions in order .co satisfy general'competence principles like

" constructionism.

Recbgnizing the need for greater fotmalizatioﬂ,'contact with -

‘e

. 11ngu1st1c analys1s, and systemat1c1ty in.speech act theory, some

recent work aims“toward a remedy. Trav1s (1971) offers the sketch

of a generatiﬁe’theory,pf speeeh ects. Whlle Travis does offer some

insights, sﬁch as the necessity“for_a READING component (e.g.. literal,

ironic, etc.);*hefbecomes mired in tﬁe-yet insoluble problem of ﬁnique

reference and, by ddmission; . the usefulness of his conceptualization

awaitsvtheﬂerriygl of‘an_edequeteltheory of denotation, ‘A more

'1mmedlately-helpful analysls is presented by Searle (1076) . Searle

\

'4

presants twelve criteria by which 111cht10nary acts may be more or
‘k .

: : o . A
established five general-categories of il{g&dfions‘and proceeds to
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.

‘ 148
demonstrate

that the categorization is“consistent with certain

syntactic-properties of verbsclasses. It is’ certainly true that the
criteria are in need of further refinement and elaboration.. -However,

the labdr prbmises.to bring formdl the

ories of communicative .competence
closer at hand.’
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Co ‘/ L " CHAPTER V . e .
' ' ” ' COGNITIVE-DEVELOPMENTAL EVIDENCE

‘ 3 Ai-f " =~{CenEra1.t6 the ;qgnit1vg—de;elopmént;l frémeWo;k is the theorizing
-i, . "pfgjehn.PiagéF;”.Piégép (i950, 1970) asserts that the goai ofu
s .,. cog?ikivé:dgyglopééhtéicpéYchology i;ltOvdefeqmine how children gain
x knoylé&gé'offthe worldl :'Verjlbrieﬁiy, a spbjeéﬁ comes té know'object%i

by acting upon, manipulating, them. At first such operations are .,
sensoxy—mhtor_hahipulafions. As the chiid assesses coordinations

. bectween actions and consequent perceptions »f objects, he or .she

’ .- . 4 . . ) C . ' '
constructs logico-mathematical cognitive structures to which future
object perceptions may be assimilated or which may be altered to .

e . ' : N _
accommodate-deviant perceptions. With the onset of logico-mathematical

- N ’ ‘\'. N : ' o : L4
structures, the child.begihs to perform true cognitive ocperations on
the perceptual worId (concrepe'operations stage) and later on abstract
. . ) . ’ . ‘ ‘ .« » - T ’ ' ot

entities (formal operations stage) . A

. It is.quite clear that Piaget's logico-mathematical structures are

identical to the mental representations of cqmpetence-theoriés-ahd-: <
B . p ' . . .

;hat-gognitive-developmehtal psychology is, in facﬁ;?thg study of

changes in chil@ren's competence formulétibﬁs;“ Piaget (1970) statgs

o

Tt . —

- that ". . . the subject's conscious thought processes . . .-are
inconsistent .and incomplete.. But behind conscious thought are the
. . . o : n ) .

'natural' operating structures'- (p.. 729). This account is, of tourse,

G ) PR

ERIC
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highly reminiscént of Pylyshyn's description of combetenge'as "a more

v, S . - L .
perfect mathematical structure underlying behavior.'" Moreover, Piaget

(1970).implicitly links his cognitiye—developmehﬁél‘theory with the

= general competence paradigm by observing that “.. . . the contemporar
p p gm by g _. porary

work ‘of Chomsky and.his group on transformational grammars is not”very-
: . : . ‘ . 2 : . . .
far from our own operational perspectives and psychogenetic conscructivism"

(p. .!9). It is also instructive to note-thatfin the Piagetian view,
. objects (whether’physical or abstract) are acted upon resulting in the

- construction of logico-mathematical structures,. just as §n the more
general competence paradigm formatives are acted upon by rules in

orler to generate mental representations of whole structures’ both

are’ tonstructivist. A final similarity between Piagetian devel. mental
- e, ' . " ’ ’
) theory and competence theories is the usé by both of formal logical

<

models to describe the structure of behav1or (Glnzberw”& Opper, 1969)

n\\gj : . The general teleologlcal prlnc1ple of cognltlve growth is

e decentrat;on (Plaget, 1970 Feffer, 1970 Rubln, 1973) Young infants
- N ) "
i exhibit the most radical form of'centration: all objects are aspects -

‘of the subject. The child's interactién‘with the environment soon
stresses this early cognitive structure .to the point of change (Kohlberg, -
' «1969). Eventually the child becomes aware of the inteérity of objects,

.and of the fact that objects have parts or aspects. But "the .subject's

.cognitive makeup at. this pdinﬁyonly'enébles him or her'to'focus,on'f
LR one aspect of the whole object at a’'time. At a ‘given.mement, only a

single, perceptually cohére;e pepsbeggive can bévmaintaiﬂég. ‘Feffer
f  .~" (1970) feférs to éuch cognitive‘opef;:ions as sequentiallaécentering;
Typic#i of this gtage is the cﬁiiq wgo sees watcr_emptied‘%rom a fat

| bgaker'into a thin one énd claims that the?é is more wateé-in thé.

!
!

. . . - . . (‘.: . - ; .

T =" second .vesscl on the basis- of the heiglit of the water columni - The
; e . : . . . ‘ i - K . .

Q . ‘el.‘uv .". o C _'. ) ' v "'¥ 7 ) v . ;-

EMC : S g
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qhild_éannot simultanedusly‘rélate'the increase“in height with the

decrease in width {Ginsberg % Opper;;l969).‘_Finélly, children develop .
. . : : «

the adult-like ability to. hold several alternative peérspectives on the

; . . _ y
only can sevefal perceptuglly giYen

Y

same object simultanédusly, Not

«~
.

A ) ‘aspects. of ‘an object be incorpqrated’ into a single perspective, but
other perspectives may be inferred and acéepted as mutually consistent

4 -

(Wolfe, 1963). At this stage of simultaneous decentering (Féﬁfer,

B \ -
- ® - -

‘?1970f;_différent parggﬁﬁdia reléﬁions'mgy be appfehénded and the .

appropriate point of view for the performance of a task selected.
° DT . N - .

Thus, when''a child is nine or ten.years old, he or she can correctly,

ST .pair a spatial oiiéﬁpation other than his or her own with albhotograph
. L } . n -
. y ‘e S N “* I3 .
of a three-dimensional structure from that other orientatign (Flavel. -

fory
A

et alg,;l968).' L )
Deéentr@tidn relates not only to the chila’s physical world, but

FlSo to the socilal environment. Since decentration refers to changes

lin competence formulations, .findings which relate the decentration <.

process to children's communication constitute additional evidence
I R . . .

S o supporting theories of communicative competence. In one of his
O .. . : : X , h o
7 : )

-~earliest works, The Langdage and Thougﬁf of the Child (i926)5~?iaget -

asically—egocentric
. . entric

—

. R _ - , .
.demohstrated that, the speech ,0f young children is b

- ’ ‘s

.and often servés no communicative purpose.. As the child develops,

e egocentric speech becomes less frequent and socialized speech

. X . . - . . L ' N . . - @ .
predominates. Socialized speech consists of answers, threats, commands,’
. /. : - . - .

. : B
. .

questions, etc. (reminiscent of an inventory of speech act functions).
In short, socialized speech_ is adapted to the needs and role-

-

characteristics of the listener.

<
Mora -
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.'investigation

"1971; Mueller, 1972), it seems certaihlthat decentefingvapd‘the

’ A}
Although some scientistsiaispute Piaget's assessment of the

- bl

magnitude of egocentric speech in-early childhood, claiming that

0 -

‘communicative_ intent is present even in very young children (Borke,

~

‘development of skills :for effective communication are intimately
2 N . 3 . . ) .

LR B - . .~ . . oo
related. Because of egocentrism, the inability to recognize the. <
: S8 . ; ‘
2 . . . . T ‘ . e . ) - .
perspectives of -others, younger children can phrase messages in only

one way: ' that way which makes Sense tolghemselvesQ ~Empiriéal, 
(Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967;‘Pétersdn} Danner & Flavell,

[y

1972) indidétes that children around four yéaps of age- are relétively

t . il .

impervious- to feedback revealing communicative failure, and have

difficulty recoaing;@ességes*even when explicitly aske&;fgsdch'childrenj
descfibe abstract figures in'éingularly.idiosyncratid féshion (e.g.

7 ! v " v . . - ) . . ;
"mommy's hat') and evidence no realization that these descriptions

may be unintefpreﬁable ?y others (Krauss-&: Glucksberg, 1969).

Conversely, Western (1974)'has demonstra;ed that older children are \

‘more likely to perceive alternative interpreéations of func&ﬁdnalky

S .
-
T
[E— )
”
.
-
N o . .
;
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[Ihe'déﬁiine of egocentric speech. and thé ontogenesis of social communi-

ambiguous speech acts than are .younger ones. r

Of primary coqggénmpo developméntal psychologists concerned with

e

cagion';:-?he procqés of roleQEéking. 'Role—takihg is differe&tiated
1from role-ﬁlaying o% eﬁactﬁept in ;hat the former.isfa cognitive -
opefqtion, prpbably’ﬁrereguisité fo the ;ctual pegfogmance of others'
foles. fRolé-taking may Be thought of as a type o} persbn pefcéptual
, S .

.. .s.strategy involving an inferential process and resulting in a-.-%

- ! e : M u v 5

representation of ‘another's point of view (Flavell, 1966). o : R
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" The concept of role-taking has bééh.the SUbject of a great deal of

cognitive developmental research. Some of this work has been concerned

-

‘with antecedents of'role—taking skill (Kerckhoff,, 1969; Hollos & Cowan,

. : 1973; West, 1974).- Still other studies have séught to relate roie—*
.51. — . ) .

Eaking to other areas of social skill such as moral reasoning (Irwin,i !

v

1973) and.interpepsonal adjhétment (Rothenberg; 1930), -However, two ‘.

- [ ! ° i .
classes. of data concerning role-taking are particularly important for : -7 .

' g
our purposes. First, we shall wish to know to.what exte:t. role-taking

-
-
-

v \ . .
: ; . partakes of the same processes and developmental patterns as does

impersonal perception. For to establish this relationship is to

confirm the classification of role~taking as a decentering, and .. - -
theréfore competence, phienomenon. Second, in'6rd€?‘towbindmphe_copcept

S of. role-taking into the compéetence paradigm for communication.in

particular, it is impovtant to investigate correlations between

measurements of effecivive communication and independently assessed
’ - = ' 3 - e

role-taking skill. . _ R .

o

In a review of developmental research on social cognition in

et

generai,'Shantz"(l975¥;provides a theoretical statement of the
parallelism between person perception (including role-taking) and
general cognition: '". . . development involves .basic transformations

of cognitive structure . . . Thus undérstanding others is not merely

- a matter of 'learning more' about people in some quantitative sense;

o ' kS

)it ES organizing what one knows inio systems of meaning and belief'.
(p; 95. Empirical support for the close iingrbetweéq_geheral cbgnitive
structure and folgltaking Qbility is proQided'by cdmparisons Eetween
no;mal individhals and cognitively arrested peqple who are otherwise

A

°

ERICT -
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comparable. Devries (1970), Feffer (1970b) ‘and Milgram (1960) all

confirm the hypothesis that mentally retarded subjects role-take.
’ i A
poorly relatlve to normal ones. Stronger -support for this Piagetian..

pOSLtlon is provxded by Feffer and Coufev1tch (1960), Rubln (1973),

'!- Selman (1971), Sulllvan and hunt (1967) and Wolfe (1963) all of whom
|

admlnlstered various rolﬁ#taklng tasks~tomch11dren along with various

L

Significant correlationgjﬁétween the two types of tests were found at

wthe several age levels, investigated. Selman and Byrne (19f4)

interviewed children concerning their undefstanding of moral dilemmas.

N

Oh the basis .of age-related chapges in social explanaﬁion, they

concluded that role~taking is amenable to structural-developmental

‘:»analysis<“”ﬂowever,~it must be noted that correlations in this entire

” -body’of literasgfg are modéréﬁefin degree and»éhat'some disconfirming

km;mmrurfépdings have‘alsolgeen reported (Hollos & Co?in, 1973). 2.
L ' o If the reiationship between role—taking'and geqerél cognitive

3

e T décentering has been demonstrated: less than adeduately, then findings

o linking role-taking to communicative skill are even. less dramatic. In
the body of reséarch attembting-to establish the correlation between

e role-taking and effective comminication, the communicative 'variable
< . . \ '
has usually been operationalized as referential- accuracy, the\correct
. \
e s . . . . N
and/or effective description of some visual array to a listener wbo
o . AN

N

‘ doesAnot-sha%g‘the speaker's peréeptual field (Glucksberg & Kféuss,\\

N
~

.1967). With cbmmuniéatioh skill thus defined, Rubin (1973) found a

|
.f "~ 7~ rather high correlation between role-taking and communication.
. / . N : .

ﬁ /; Chandier, Greenspan ahd.Barenboim-(l973) and Johnson (1974) also report

[~
i
~

"W T N . . N L
E l C ™ ' ’ . . . . —ger RN
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(1973) employed factor analysis to.demonstrate a unidimensional

*'(1973) ‘trained one.group of youngsters in role-taking only and another

- 55

W

significant correlations, but to a leésser degree. Hollos and Cowan--

1

structure underlying the twd' variables. On the other hand, Piche

et. al.,(l975)‘found virtually no empirical justification for linking
T : /

commmication to role-taking. Still other investigators have-fouad

'

complex interactions wherein role-taking i% related to communciation

for some ‘ages, but,ﬁot for others,(Kingsley, 1971), and in a.feedback’

‘situation; but not when feedback wés disallowed (Feffer & Suchotliff,

-1966) .

In addition to such attempts at directly correlating measufres of

communication and role-taking, training studies involving instructional
intervention may be pertinent to establishing the link between the

two constructs. Botkin (1966) engaged a group of sixth gradefs in a

[

program of communication instruction. While general '

'communicaticn
: ! ”

goodness' showed little appreciable gain at post-test, fole—taking\\

Skillé did improve significantly. Chandlef,'Greenspan and Barenboim

in Both'role—taking‘and<referenﬁial accuracy tasks. .They found\fhat

only the second treatment improved communicatiom skills-while both
W . - s . .

5

resulted in improved.role—:aking.' Both of these training studies point

to the conclusion that role-taking is a‘negessdry, but not sufficient

1 . "
. -~

ability for communication effectiveness. " ) .

Reviewing the literature coqcefning the putative dependency of
effective communication on role-taking ability, Glucksberg, Krauss
1

and Higgins (1975)-find empirical suppd&f'for the relationship 'sparce'’ -

'Without conceding that such a relationship does not exist, at least three

-
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alternatives are available to explain this empirical failure. 'Eirst}

very little is known about the nature of the measurement instruments
emplpjedL While most appear to be logically well motivated, test-

N retest reliabilies and other psychometric characteristics are not

- reporteds. Our research tools may not be adequate to the job. Second,

“as Piche et. al. (1975) note, neither role~taking nor communication

- ] o . - o .

- - effectiveness is.a unitary conStr’%t, yet the correlational studies
Ce \ . ‘ o ‘
discussed above ‘treat them as i

3 .

they were. Tests may be differentially-
sensitive\$o the various subskills or certain communication tasks may

require thé&application of spme role~taking subskills but not .others. ‘
Our. analyses ‘may not be fine-grained enough. Finally, there has been

7 e . \ . . . ) . L .
e considerable pﬁxity-in the définition of what behaviors constitute

- Y

‘ ~

_role-takisg. F&& example; the kind of Social sensitivity to stereotypes

measured by Mllgrgm's;(l960) instrument has been found, in other
. ) . \ * ) R . - DO
contexts, to be, quite independent of *sensitivity to specific individuals
: > Sy S - ' : ' : e
: ' e o Ay e N AR o, C g
' (Cllne,“l96€). It ey be that instrumemrts which, claim@tq measure
. . \ ) \\1 v\ (XN

role-taking are measuting‘some other, quite different, processes.

v,

Despite thesa meépddological difficulties"in dé&bnétrating'the
relatiphéhip bg#ween;r;le—takingzand effective'communica;ion, however,
\\{- o ixlsiiil_appears,warraﬁpablélto ciéim that copmunicapive skill |
'”;;. - develops aé a function of diécriminationg and:assimiiat%ons Eméng social”

preceptsand in a .manner completely consistent .with the outcomes of a

CC

,competeﬁﬁe analysis. Disregarding independent assessments of role-
" taking ability, considerable evidence has been amassed documéQtihg
B -4 . . .
5 . ) N

growth in the ability of ‘encoders to adapt messages for others”as a

function ofAencoders' ages. Studies bearing on this aspect of the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




L o ' A :
de%eiopmental péychology of communication may be grouped into two

categories. Investigations in. the first group simply describe

chi}d;enfs.increasing skill at encoding information in a decodable

(i.e. nonegocentric) manner. The second category of studies .contains

a

those investigations which demonstrate the ontogenetic tendency toward
- e - .
encoding messages. differently for receivers with varying attributes.

o \ﬁaiadigﬁaEiﬁ'of the first ciaés of studies, those which chart
. deVelopmgntal trends in'encoding information psefullyﬂ is the work of

e ] - . . . _ .
‘,Krauss and Glucksberg (1969; Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967). Subjects

.are required to describé novel forms to listeners who "ate vis(ally

separated. and who, in turn, must sequence the forms in the order

specified by. the encoders. ‘és judged by adult raters, the referentiél

effectiveness of such'messages\has been-found to increase monotonically

_with age. Kindergartners are qﬁiggﬂfﬁqpt,at the task, supplying stch

non-referring expressions as "It looks like Mommy's hat", while adults

v

perform virtually perfectly on the first trial. Third-and fifth = .
graders were able to iacrease the effectiveness oi their encodings

i

4

across eightrtrféls, while kindergartnersrcould not improvef;heirs at
'ali and.firég gfaQerS ihbrdved>on;y moderétely.' Mocircover, even whéﬁ
ur exp}ic?t feédbaék requestiﬁg additiconal info;mation is prdvided'to
éncodgfsﬂ yoﬁnger children éfe unable‘tahrecode.theif%mességes usefuily

(Flavell et. al.; 1968; Glucksbergs & Krauss. 1967; Peterson, Danner

~

SN

& Flavell, 1972). The interpretation of 'such findfhgs offered by
Flavell et. al. (}968) and corrobcrated by'empiricdl methods (Glucksberg,
Kfaﬁss & Weisberg, 1966) is that all.communicators make Self—ehcodings

v

of percepticns, but younger cuildren are unable to ‘edit’ or recast these °

encodings for others.

Qo ' .
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Sineeﬁany receiver has characteristics differing_ftomzthose of

the source (i.e. the source possesses information which the receiver

' does-not), this first class of experiments does :shed 1ightfon the

H

" ability to adapt differentially to others. ﬁonever, more direct
. . . . N , R

|
N
-

evidence is supplied by a second grouplof studies, expressiy designed-:/

a

'to_explore strategies of message adaptation. Withinttne_referential /
mode, Flavell et. al. (1968)'found'that younger children did not yarf

their descriptions of a board game in recognition of differences - .

-

between_sighted and blind-folded listenets, while“oidet cnildren did

display listener dependent adaptation Similarl //these same .‘

'1nn;3f1gators as well as nggins (1973) demonstrated that oldeL | i;
the /

children are more 11kely than younger ones to vary messages o

basis of..varying amounts of information possessed by diffetent_liste]ers.
N K . . i

on

Outside of the referential mode, some 1imited but significan attent]

has ‘been’ devoted to ch11d1en s adaptatlons of persuas1ve messages \J

/

Wood Weinstein and Parker (1967) found that older children' used a

greater variety of petsnasiVe strategies and that these sqéategies

e

. tended to vary with:tanget attributes, Similarly, Finley/and Humph eys
(1974), 1nvest1gating appeals d1rected toward mothers vd{sus those ? .
difected toward_best friends, concluded that older chi Gren”ﬁaVe a ;
letge;;petsuasivejtepertoire énd show e tendency‘to 74}1oy some typ%s

k; of arguments differentially. Plche, Mlchlln, and Rybin (1976).dev1%

an exp11c1t index of accommodatlon whlch ‘was sens1t1ve to the fact[

- that_seventh graders used varions appenl types.m‘ e differentially{

. , h\;-tban did foutth graders. In addition, across ?i& targets,.oldet {

s ~ . . S

subjects employed more sophisticated personal and norm referenced |
. St N ]

|
Q ~. .i. _‘ ~ T | : ': ._ : ' ..-s‘. ' /

\
(o
Juemd




. Ve
. I
‘ . -
vy .

\
‘imperatives. The persuasive function was also the subject of a %tudy

strategies as opposed to younger subjects' more frequent use of
+

by Alvy (1973) who found age; és well as soclal status and sex,

\
}
mostly along affective dimensions.

\
. \‘
. T . . B . '\ -
differcnce in children's adoptions of messages to targets who varied
I . & \

o

Thefnemdrkable aspect of both-these sets of studies charting

i
i
l

the development of communication skills in children is that they ali\

\
.

point to- an,account-of growth in skill which is generalizable across
‘tasks and interactive contexts, which progresses in the absence of
=~ . formal training,; and which follows a hierarchical sequence (Selman &
0 = :

, . _ \
Byrne, l974). .In short, communicative ability develops in the manner
first described by Piaget (1926) and ultimately linked to cognitive
developmeént, in general- (Feffer, 1970; Piaget, 1970).

In this sense, then, cognitibg

1

developmental studies do contribute
. b .‘\‘ M » ’
‘to the validation of the concept of communicative competence. The

.-developmental psychology of the Piagetian éﬁhooixis,.in fact, the

-study of systematic changes in children's mental repres

entations.
:The fundamental mechanism of %uch change, decentration, affects

-
' ~

apprehension of the éocial, as well as the physical world. Children's

abilities 'to communicate in, an increasingly effective and socialized

B ~
manner can be .traced to this mechanism. - That is, communicative behavior

exhibits the same developmental pattern, is amenable to the same sorts

. ) . L W
of analyses, as other behaviors .accounted for within a competence

framework. While the faiiufg to'empirically verify the connection

|
between role-taking and communicative competence cannot be ignored,

.\)

]ElzJ!:‘ . ‘.: : - :
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cqgnitive“dcve‘lopmental psycho%ogy provides at .least a conceptual
basis for t_:-hink.tng of social sensitivity and message adaptation as '
~.the twin foundations of communicative competence. -
-
.\\
e ;
\ \ . )
PR ) —
- e b
\
. v . . . _. . .I} ‘
Q U
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CHAPTER VI

| : ;
TOWARD A THEORY OF COMMUNICATIVE'COMPETENCE

| \
’ H

Thus far, this essay has served to identify 'characteristics of
competence theories in general and to demonstrate that-such a paradigm <

~ . o \ .

. is appropriate to tﬁe study of human communication. At this point,

then, iL would be fit to finally present an example of just Such~a
'theory of communicative competénce. However, @o such theéry is
'forghcoming:' In accopdangg with.the tenets. of competence.métatheory,
a theory of cdmmunicative_competence wouid.Be a farméi (quasi-
maLhehaﬁical) mo&ei consiéting_of.a set of abstract terms'apd a set of
,logicéi operations for performing maniéﬁlations on strings of these
;termé.‘.while Ehis paper has demonsﬁraged, &Erpugﬁ precedent in a
number of "fields, that.this sort of model is a feasible wéy of
- explaining communication, it h;s yielded none of the formal machinery
whigh a theory_of;communicative cohpeﬁencefﬁould requires = = oo e e
Oﬁe factor thch is lacking is an adequatéftaxonomy of communicét;vg o
coﬁtexts, structurés, and funétions. .Originators of the theory of

linguistic cbmpetence'have paid homage to the prerequisite task of .

establishing grammatical categories (Chomsky, 1957). While these

categories have been altered in light of recent developments, the

theory of linguistic competence had at its disposal 4 taxonomy developed

—

61

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



' ‘ : 62
¥ . \
and refined over the course of three millenia. Chomsky ‘did not have

4 » N +

to-argue for the adequacy of the pronoun as a unit of linguistic
I . '.h . ' i .
' Janalysis in the same sense that Wallace (1970) proposed the speech

-qct as Fhe fuﬁdamcntailunit of‘ﬁommunicative structure or.Sk%ﬁper-
(1957):ﬁad totjustify the mand as ahéatcgofy of function. Given .the
lack of working consens&s;fén§ t;xonomyvof communicative elemgnté\isJ
, i R : N :
11kelymgs.be ad hoc at thid time. E ' . '.\\

\ A

The rask femqining here, then, is a more general specification “\.

Y
vl

.of the geg@me;?fs that would figur%'into a formal grammgr'of discoufsé. b\
- .Consistent with the conclusions maQe'in retiew@ﬁg qurren;.work‘Tl :
K communicative competence, the‘fofm of:such;q grammar of disgourse ought
to conform tb the set of aésumptioné charactefiéing cbgnitivist
_ L N , , L

competence metatheory. The classes of rules that would need be _. -

included in this grammar may be inferred from the evidence surveyed:’
from the ethnographic—sociolinguis:ic, formal-semantic, «and cognltive%
-developmental perspectives.

Since a theory of communicative competence is not a causal or

e A . .
A ~ .

. process ﬁbdeIfVQneﬂﬁeature of such a formulation is that no temporal °

. . sequence 1is implied.by rule ordering. To the contrary, the model's
operations must be governed solelytby'principles of internal validity:
elegance arnd ecopomy. The-componénts of the model interpenetrate each ¥ | ,

\ - *  other, placing constraints on each other's outputs in a fashion that

s , is best viewed as simultaneous. For example, some participant roles
' : ’ .

N

place restrictions on ‘appropriate topics. At the same time;_bertain
topics may have the effect of defining participént.roles. -Similarly,:
a context (e.g. lecture) may be marked so as to constrain the range of

iy - both participant roles and tor::s. C S ’ )

ERIC
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An additional consequence of the facfnthat'a theory of communicative
competence 1s ﬁot a pfoce@s model is ;hat‘thisfmoddl represents neither
a speﬁker nar ﬁ listener., The rulcs; instead, céprcse&t knqwledgé.that
. musF be. possessed by both. For convenience a communicative compétence’

4
theory mdy. be metaphoriéully phriased in terms of production with, say.

intention as the primitive term and style markers as the derived output.

Pty e :p;HéﬁévE}, the- vompleméntary metaphor is just as apt, with presuppositions

“) r ' : . - C
* about intentions derived from the analysis cf style mdrkers.

- Finally, any given theory of communicative competencé will

- .represent the rutes of only a Ré%ticulaf“spéggh community, whére
) speech--community is viewedjés a group of individualsxwhqg§hare'common
T . i . ., ’ - ey
communicative norms and who constitute a stable interpersonal network -
(Hymes, 1972). Thqsywif mayqbewthat‘diffe:ent specach communities may
represent a §iﬁilat setting, say religious serv}ce, differéntly in
. - B : ‘ . L ' N : -

ter Qarticipant toles (e.g. Holy Rollers vs. Episcépalians), but

. .
all speech communities draw their categ .- s for rule construction
from some” common and finite pool., Moreover, it must be recognized
: - ‘ N . ‘ ' B

\ o that a given irndividual belongs to several speech communities, or may .
attempt to emuizte the norms of various speech communities, and may

therefore manifest different communicative norms at different times
.with varying degreces of success. =
Given this set of overarching principles, the .rules whichi

constitute a theory of communicative competence are a means of

systemically representing how a finite number - of categories and

P

operations create ansunbounded set of percéptions of interactions

which, in turn, govern the stylistic structure of realized utterances.

.
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A

The content -to which these rules pertainhﬁncl;de‘the following:
I. Discourse structure |

IT. Topic : . ' o -

*>‘ ' i ILI. -Setting : . Co.

! - IV. Communicative intent (function)

\K. . o V. .Person perceptions o o .
‘ . . - . : e '
N ~ ' ‘a. cognitive state :
S - b. affective state
- L \ . ' RS
B , ¢. role relations : uoe
N f : . : .
v Discourse structure rules bear some resemblance to Ervin—Tripp'S

(1972) sequencing rules. They apply at.:wo'levels of éommunica;ion

analysis: between distinct utterances by'different participants and
. . - . ] v . »
within a single cqntinuous speech by a given parficipant} At’ the most
globdl level, a‘discourse structure rule may state that no interaction
. C e . b T . / . B ! .

!
! ‘

. R ' .o, . /. . .
rule is ever appropridte (e.g.. when .participant roles are marked for -

highly divergent éaste). “Or a discoursg.structure rule might sﬁécify

the periodicity with which interactioﬁ-‘s_called~f0r, for example the
: . ‘ . .

' .
annual formulaic Christmas card-in many,midale ciass American speech

communities. .Still at the interutterance level of analysis;, discourse

1

structure rules represent speakers' expectations concerning how

conversations are initiated, maiﬁtained,_and terminated. Schegloff

<

T~ (1968) and Noefsinger'(l975) have begun the task of formalizing
/ knowigdge.Cdncerﬁiqg ritualized turn-taking in coﬁvbrsafioﬁ. A more
complex and situétion—spgéific-instanée of such discourse structure

rules would be réquired:to account Turkish boys' verbal duelling which

invelve phonological dependencies between utterances of ‘distinct

o
~
)

ERIC
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appropriateness. Linguistic ethnographéré have reported evidence of

~

' ' ' ¥

speakers (Dundes et. al., 1972). From a developmental stance,

Piaget's -(1926) obgervations of ccholalia and simultaneous speech may
be interpreted as indicating that. youngsteérs' discourse structure rules

L 9

f

do not evolve into adultrlike form until middle childhood..

. R

The type of disceurse structure rules cited above yield fundamental

’
v

digtinctions between contex¥ys in which message sending is or is not

appropriate; about when. to speak and when to remain silent. At a less

o

ﬁ}obal level of discourse,‘other.rules'ﬁould dﬁply to within-utterance

structure. Some of these discourse structure ruleés.would Serve to

. \
. . . R .
link subject matter- -from noncontiguous utterances. For example, a
. . . ) ._" . )

speaker must know if a noun phrase utteted during a previous speaking

. -

turﬁ remains sufficiénﬁly salient to allow anaphoric reference
(Harris, 1952).» (If not sufficiently salient, we get linkagesﬂlike,
.‘ . Q . .

"That old Chevy I was just talking about, it . ...";) Other discourse

strud:ure rules applying direétly to the'stylé of the utterance.may

be genre specific as the rule which specifies, for some children, that

‘

taunts must conform to certain patterns of rhyme and prosody in order

1

to_count as a taunt. .

In addition to factors concerning disgourse structure, the-topic
of discourse also enters into determinations of communicative

Fa .
5

code switching dependent on topic in both bilingual (Greenfield &

.

Fishman, 1971) and bidialectal (Blom & Gumperz, 1972) speech
communities. More familiar, if less dramatic, illustpaﬁions.bf tofi® ‘;

dependent effects on language.variation can be.observed in the ‘speech

of most professionals. A German philologist, for one, might employ‘log

R

».

A 4

™
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o ffequenqy_lexicél items and fairly complex éyntax when diécussing the

development of the umlaut, but lapse into a very.opposite pattern when

c L :LdiSCUSeing‘the;merits of othe hometown football team. Children, also,

v

N N

~may -vary their verbal persuasive strategies as a function of the
object of'the'messages (Rodnick & Wood, 1973).
' ’ Factors pertaining to the spatial and temporal éetting of -an

- 1

a

utterance must alsc be represented by rules of communicative competence.,

_ L The faets of appfopfiate deictic or exophoric pronoun use, for example,
I T T, v ' - K ' . ..
/can only be acceunted for in thlg fashlon. In additioﬁ;“the adequacy

atoe
/

f of many acts of reference employlng namlng noun phrases requires that

T "'A" . * - . " . . B .
e T " certain c0ndit10ns‘about settlng be satisfled.- The expression, !the

A

-

e ~ table", is unlquely (adequately) referrlng only if the immediate

N

~

. .. setting has or ; one table present. Similarly, using the nominal "the
* clown in the White House" to refer to:Richard M. Nixon is inappropriate

oo at the time of this writing. Furthermore, certain speech dvents are
S : . i .t . N ) -
A restricted to corresponding settings. Grace before meals is appropriately
- . * M T N
'_j*-- " invoked onlyibefgre meals. Likewise, certain settings seem to place
. :

> . . ‘L . - . ~

direct constraints 'on speech styles. In most Western cultures,

T 'fenerals call for a funereal tone. .Greenfield and-Fisﬁman (1971) report

N » __7-5iﬁﬁat Pherto Rican bilingeals' selection of Spanlsh or English is highly_

" ‘53 determlned by locatlon (e. g. Spanlsh in the home, Engllsh ‘in school)

, -

Frmt A theory of communlcatlve competence must ‘alsy ‘-w:lude rules which

e : : .
permit for the encoding and retrieval of speakers' com nunicatlve
_intentions. That is, the function of an utterance must appear at some- -
. * " level of representation. An utterance like, "Could you Lift that stone?'

. : . : ' i

. . . i ‘_' . .
° .- . -might derive from two different intention markers (e.g. question and

ERIC
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"féquésti andlghus reméan fhnctionaliy ambigudﬁs uﬁless:tﬁe,represéntétioh' \
of the Utteraﬁcg coﬁﬁained additional markérs concgrn;ng ggntext or

,Ra;gﬁcipant ro}es. Jaﬁobsgn's_(1960) taxonomy of éxpressivé, re%erential,
\,éanative, pbaﬁiﬁa metaliqguistic, and poetic functions is one.crude, but

fairly-well accepted, scheme thit might be incorporéted iﬁto formaliza~ ;

. o . : 2 . .

»tions of intention.rules;6 Searle's (1976) categaries of illotutionafy
- acts may be“viewed as-illusgratiOns of finer grained;y if less |
cpmprehenéivé,‘anaiyseg.of COamunicative ip;entionsl; Thus, if rules.gfg
commpnicative compepence.peymit'the identification of an utterance as; \\\&

say, a promise, then additional rules sinmilar to tJose previously . .
- 3 ' , | /
described in conjunction with speech act theory would deduce the /

spe...er's intentions (assuming conditions of fellglty). /
.\\\\\ We have stressed several times in this ggpey_that a theory of

‘ ’ ; . ' S : - /

. : communicative competence is an account of m~chanisms underlying /

,."\"L' ‘:. ) . ' B A /" .

message adaptation. 'Ag»léé§E implicitly, “heriﬁére, we have been

- s - : . . o ’ . '
- adoptingra rhetorical perspective on communication, for ultimately
: ] )

: N ’ . - " ) I3 ) ’ :
messages are adapted to affect people. Tn order to achieve rhetorlca}
. . _ /

effect, a:Speaker'must have knowledge of his or her listeﬁeff Thusf/of

/
/

- all tiue elements figuring into competence formglations, thé most

central are person perceptual factors. 1In a thedry of communicative
: : e vt

g

competence, person perceptual rules are those by, which knowledge of

/

]

CeptaiY1§ one crucial audience characteristic\that’a speaker/must

salient audience characteristics are represented.

take into adcouat is.what the Iistener knows. As d&xcussed in thé

previous“chapter, the cognitive developmental per .o .ytive has taken the
. 4 : | .
. ‘ , |

v

: charting of growth in this area as its predominant cohncern. Cognitive
e ’ ’ ) " . i 3 . ]
| - | \ ]
o . , \ ]
e : . _ .

)
1
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~..

state rules are conspituous by their absence in the egocentric

messages of‘early childhood. For mature adult communication, Searle's

expression is one that\is not dﬁlnySSential to the object referred

to, but leo imporfant,éo the listener. One.of Grice's (1967)
coqversational conventions maf.be plainly paraph}ased as "Don't tell
what your listener af}eady knows." Thus, the ugterance of oneAdrenched
passerby to another, "It sure is raining," would Bé judged deviant if

not for our tendency to search for well-formed representation. - (In

this case we interpret the utterance as phatic‘réfﬁer than referential

.

in function.) Yeé more-complex rhetofical sensitivity must be
incorporated into cognigive state rulés to account for the kinds of
audience analyses speﬁkérs undergo in determining, for instance, how
much baékground.informafion to présent Eq the Mihnetonka Garden Club
when addressing them on Ehe_subjéct of Gerﬁan philology.

Just as a theory of communicative competence must include

a

“provisions for adapting to the listener's cognitive state, so must it

contain rules concerning the other's affective condition.- That is,
- ) \.\‘\

~

-in.order to explain many instances of appropriate message adaptation,

it must be postulated that speakers can represent what listeners feel.
Alvy (1973) found an ontogenetic trend in children's abilities to adapt
their communication to listener's displaying various emotional ches,

Much in the same vein, social-psychological research on attitude change
. - . . ' *

v

* has documented the relationship between message .effectiveness and

playing toyard audience predispositions (Brown, 1965). indeed, much of
\ C
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what is typically deemed a.sense of tact or sensitivity to others’

EX

‘feeling is simply common sense about affective state rules.:

While»cbgnitive and affective states may be thought of as fairlj

dynamic, ‘the role relations between any given set of speaker <:nd
Y . T 7 ' R v »
listener tend to be stable. For example, one analysis of Russian
- B »
. o \ - :
pronominal usage lists among critical person perceptual discriminations’

categories of age, generation, sex, geneological -distance, relative

authority, and social distance in terms of group membershi.

(Friderich, 1972). The role features of relaEive - wer, intimacy and -

solidarity emerge consistently from-ethno- and sbciolinguistiC\research

on stylistic variation (Blom.& Gumperz, 1972; Brown & Ford, 1964;

Brown & Gilmaﬁ, 1960;'Geetz, 1960; Rubin, 1962)." Thus,.a role .

relation rule in a theory of communicative competence would construct

. e

structural descriptions from constellations of such features and-relate

thse'descriptiohs to- the outputmgﬁmsome manifest linguistic markers
of formality and-defefence. Recently the'Président af the United
Statées chose to be sworn into oﬁfice as "Jimmy Cafter” rather than
"James.”" While many might have’belieéed this}linguigtié informalityA
to be inapp?opfiate,.all could infer the ﬁreSuprsitiéns concerning
power and soiidarity that the Presideﬁﬁ intendgd.to'communicate to his
;onstituents. It is this sort of knowledge that is embodied by role
relatioqs ruiesg{'Similarly, much of the research §h linguisEic

signalling of group affiliation through dialect mgfkefs (Labdy, 1973),

"slang terms (Flexnér,'l967) or even language choice (Lambert, 19'75,

may be interpreted as evidence for the internalization of rvole

relationship rules.



This outline of tﬁe elements which must.Ee in;luded in a theory of
communicative competence has served to_define.a set of probléms_more
rthan to solve any. The one issue.which must be addressed before this
,paper'héé'run:its course.is: Are the benefits accruable from a theory.
of communicativé competence commensurate with tﬁeieffort necessary to
::v ';; 'work out the formal problems in?oived? A theorylgf ;6mm9nica£ive'

competence is merely a formalization of speakers' intuitions about -
flinguistic~appropriateness. It is, therefore, uﬁlikeiy to yi€ld any

startling new discoveries of.practiéél'value to members of a speegh

;community. Moreover, a theory of communicative competence makes no

~direct claim to psychological reality. Thus, its impact is yet further
'..; . « .
removed from direct usefulness, in terms of interpersonal techniques.
" ' ’

.AlthoUgh:theoriés of communicative competénce'do.npt prdmise immediate
rewards in terms of iﬁproving communicative performances, their develop-
ment does por;eﬁd advances in systemétic research in commupicapion
5ehéVior patterns. Robins§n7(197é) provides-a baqkhahded rationélev
for the development of theories of céﬁmunicafi&e competence;larguing
that ". . . to expése tbe rules is buﬁ a.prelude to the méin bdsiness
of relating 1aﬁguage and social beﬁavior, a Beginning not an eﬁd" (p. 199). .
That is,_in huch ‘the same way tﬁat generative~grammarbhaé sérved

psycholinguistics, so may theories of communicative competence aid the

3

¥ advancement of empirical research-in communication. The competence

theory's role in this sense is to specify variables ‘and produce
‘testable hypotheses that'might.be appli d to research on process. Many

of these hypotheses will no doubt Be disconfirmedg$hote that this

i o

occurrence does not reflect on the theorv's validity), but a starting

3

Q ' .
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poirt which is theoretically well—fdﬂnded ic nevertheless a precious

commodity for the empirical researcher,

~ . - .
I4 '

Facvthermore, the kind of empirical research that would be engendered .

by theiries of communicative ccmpetence would emphasize. the study of

s

genecalized patterns of behavior. It would encourage the search for

invariance ¥n the midst of individual differences, rather than being

stymied at the pcoint of rccognizing the vastnéss of idiosyncratic

i

variation, as has scmetimes beén.tha case in communicatAun studies.
In this sense, empificalVresearch'derived from theories of communiéétive
.qqmﬁeténce would signal a fejpvenation of the aims of tréditional |
fhe;oricai theory: to isolété pommonality, if not uqiversalitf; in
the manner in which_symboiic ekpféssion may.be“crafted in a.ménner

appropriate to the effects intended by speakers. - .

o

A second area in which theories of communicative competence might

prove.useful is that of intercultural sensitiyity{ Members of one

.spééch community might often be offended hy,lor misunderstanding of, .

‘the communicative .manners of another community's :speakers. However,

just as structural and transformational'linguistic analyses on

R ¢ ) . R .
nonstandard dialects served to debunk a deficit view of nonstandard

‘systems, so might grammars of communication increase tolerance :of

differing communicative styles. If it can be demonstrated that all

speech communities operate by means of systématic principles, and
that.thésé.principles.are largely similar across communities, then
cross—cultural relations wight be.less marked by negative stereotypes

based on misapprehensions concerning expressive styles. -
N . . . .

[

Yot another possible benefit which might arise from development

of theories “f communicative competence is in the realm of communication

- 6, -
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of this paper, we have made no claims of comparative superiority,;- we

Y

education practices. While competence formulations make no‘direct

tlaims about processes of skill acquisition and development,’ they are

metatheoretically linked to the view that such skills are not
explicitly taught or learned by.rote.' Rather, knowledge represeéﬁed

: . P ' S ;]
by a—eempetence theory is acquired by a combination of maturational

] .

processes -and inference from ekpgfience {(Lennenberg, 1967). Cur;iéulat
praétices may:be.informed'by.this perséective and ﬁhe theory its%lf may
ser?e ‘to ;pecify thé_range of experiences to wﬁich students migh? be
mgét profitably eprsed (Cazden, }970;»Hoépef, 1971; Piche . & Mic%lin,
i97h)r ‘In adﬂition, theories of communicaﬁive competence writteg fof
children at varioﬁs stages of developméntvwould provide a rafio&al

| 7

basis for sequencing these exposures.:. ' j
* It may very well be that the reader will judge ndne of these
reasons, or even their concert, to be sufficient justification for

construction of theories of communicative competence. In the cdurse

have not asserted that a theory of communicative competence provides
a better mode of explanation than any other. In the final analysis,-

then, the ultimate rationale for the construction of theories of
cemmunicative competence is the same as the perénnial justification- -

fey climbing the mountain. Like the mountain, theories of communicative
campetence are rhere, just at horizon's edge, And like the m0untain,

\

they répresent a challenge to ourkingenuity'and pefseverahce.;
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- purposes of. competence analysis; Some meaning-transmitting behaviors

" be repfesented cognitively. H.,

- N 2 92
- » R \
) e
“
' Footnotes
i
1 . - 1] . " 1t I y 1] " . n 1] 1]
The terms. "paradigm', "wetatheory', "framework', and "perspective

will bé used rather interchangeably to denote’ sets of assumpti. s

& , . . . L
concerning methods, goals, modes of explanation, and central constructs

v N -

which constitute the "givens'" under which theories in. various
dis~iplines are constructed. In using these terms, no presumption is

made of wide-spread acceptance or of comprehensive specification of

1

t' ¢ assumptions. Im contrast, the term "theory" is reserved for
.. > Yy

particular accounts of specific phenomena. -.A "competence theory" is .
I I B

a particutar account that cgnﬁofTs”EEfthe metatheoretical assumptions

R . , ;
the. competence paradigm. | -

2

[t is necessary to delineate

~

that plasé of behaviors which

qualify as communicativg:\ Most loosely, a communicative act.is one

‘which.has,.ét'the least, a potential for rransmitting meaning from a - .

\

source to a receiver.. However,%this set is too inclusive for the

-
“ -

may opuratc‘at a Surely physiological levél (e.g. blushing, sWeatiﬁg,

N
V2

respoading to odors) and the?e'is no reason to suspect that tliey need

P. Grice (1958) has ruggested the

category of non-natural meaning !wherein signs have noiu-natural meaning

- w &

i the eduivalence between sign_gpé*¥ignificance is essentially )

o

arbisrdry andtbonyentional. In laddition to non-natural meaning, it is
necessary to add the constraint lof intentionality (Searle, 1969).
. - . ¢ .S

That-is, an act

,yill dount as ar instance of communication for the

purposes of competence analysis |(let us call such an act "communication

<
~




, .
[}

cop") 1if it was performed with the intention that the act non-

naturally convey some meaning to a receiver, Indeed, it appears .that

I

intentionality is a feature of any rule system'sihce rules (as opposed

"to laﬁs) guide action (as opposed to motion) and action «ntails some
fornf of volition (Braybooke, 1968; Burke, 1966; Harrd, 1974). ﬁowever,

’
h

/ — N . . : .
iy order to avoid the problem of consciousness in rule-governed

S N

JO L . Sm e e el ¥ f A i
T T PChHVLorS, we must be wiliing to accept as intentional communication
. s ¢ ' .
/ any act with an essentially expressive teleological commitment. Note,
// \ -‘

/. also, thar the criteria of non-naturol meaning and intentionality do

T
/ ‘

/ not weessarily excludé Jany nunverbal expressions from-ruleanalyses

I
¢ wwnlstle, 1970)y

‘T\ﬁm\MV\\ | Ja_mpqi}ng—as—u#&;docﬁrine (in‘its‘Qaried.formé) is a result of
dtgminﬁLng aﬁy coheeﬁtioniéf‘mgaping as an-ehtigy:_.Arguments.of this
2 (Black, 1968, Waissman, 1965) begin by asserting that if'meaning ‘
Pre_am énfity, it musf‘either Be-é éhysica] object, an idea (mental /
. - ¢ i . ‘
/ ) enﬁity), or a dispbsitiqn to respond (behgvibrél entity?f Referegtial ’

‘theories of meaning (Russell, 1919) hold_that meaning is ‘an entity of

< v

the first type; the meaming of a word is the object to which it refers.

- N ) i - . R . - — N .
I1f this account were correc¢t, then "unicorn" would either be meaningless,

or else synonymous with "centaur'". Clearly, neither_altérnative is *

-

acceptaile. Alson, under .the referential view, phrases’ which refer to

‘

the same physical object like '"Richard Nixon" and "that dog in the

White House' would mean the same. In order to avoid such dilemmas, the

ideational 'theory of meaning posits that the meaning of a'word is the

~

idea of the referrent. Idea, being a,6vague concept, is most often .

'equatéd with mental imuge (Black, 1968);A However,vmahy unamBiguous

‘
’ ‘ N

. - . terms have no single image, even for a given individual. Wittgeustein
, - A ‘ I
/ - Oy
Q . . ) J 9] _
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(1953)-, an early ordinary language philosopher, aptly ohseryes that

. (I . £ .
the formation of a mental imagé in association with a word is entirely
. incidental to tne apprehension of meaning. Another ideational theory.

of meaning is the verificationist theory .(Hempel, 1971).. In this

formulation, the meaning of an expression is the idea or the set of

operations which a person might perform in order,tocobserVe the

e . . . - . -

- expression's referent.  However, the expression "a stone which turns . N
- a _ - : : : o
lead to. gold" provides,’a counter example to~the verificationist criterion

[+ .

5

since it may be used meanlngfully even by those who have no knowledge

\

of how such'a stone might be observed. A final contender for the locus .,

[

of meaning is the dispositionm to respond as if to the referent of an

ekpresiion (Ogden and Richards, 1938; Osgood, 1952). This behaviorist

hypothésis asserts that a covert component of ‘'a total behavioral response

’ ) . & . ) . .
becomes associated with a stimulus. If the stimulus is'the referent of
. ul ot > ‘ . -

some symbol, .then the covert mediatiopal response to that stimulus
v pecomes associated with the symbol as the symbol's meaning. But the

.M-nature:of_a_disposition to respend remains as vague as the *characteris—
. : S RnE Enares e

]

t1CS of an 1dea.‘ Indeed any st1mulus—re ponse model of language is,. __

R g e e . &3 ...,_..’ %

S in pr1nc1pal lacklng in explanatory power (Chomsky, 1959 Fodor, 1965)

TIf mean1ng is not a phyulcal mental or behavioral entity, it

may Stlll correspond to the use to whlch an. expresslon is ptit. -Just

c
~5

as the best way to.demonstrate the nature of a tool is to use it in a
variety of ways; so is the best way to specify .the meanings of a term
» ‘ . . , R g

s 77 TTTto use that "t”é'r’ﬂi'"inf”aﬂ']ra'ri'e'ty of contexts. -
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ﬁillocutionary acts‘are differentiated not only from 1ocutions;.
but:also_from perlocutionary acts or -perloctdons (Austin, 1962). This . . f.

.distinction is particularly important for the study of rhetoric,fuhdch:‘.b.d
is.concerned'with effectsiof communicatiye'acts} as well‘as.igeir‘form;
. Iilocutions entail]consequences thch are entirely_due té the arbitrary:
;fconvenfions bhich-are constituative of'those.illocutions'(see‘dfscussfon

of felicity coaditions, below). For example, the conventions for

uttering (18) have the consequence of marrying two people when (18) is o
. uttered,conventionally.”'HoWever; the utterance of (18) may or may not

- ST
¢

. L have further consequences." It mfght, for_example, have the effect of

Vestabllshlng a relatlonshlp of f1de11ty between the two people marr1ed

Tmen T e T b e e e T e e e e

. Or, the utterance of (18) might have the effect of causing the br1de'$ .

AR . .
- .o ~ i - .
t - | 4 .

o mother to weep AOIf these additional non—necessary effects do result.
_x

from the ﬁtterance of (18), then the speech act has functioned not only

i
i

as ‘an illOCUtLOH, but also as a perlocutlon.‘ Note that the effects

o brought about by the perlocutlon mlght also have been brought about by

o

non—llngu1st1c means, by Jealousy and by a tlght corset, respectlvely

Unllke 1llocutlonary consequences, Derlocnr1nnarv Pnnsequegee9~are—net

) B . ¢ . . . - "1
T 1eg1slated"by conventlon, are not rule governed L e e

The lack of conventlonallty of perlocutlons has as a ram1f1catlon’ N
. \ . g .
that rhetoric must remain a probabiliStic science. -Compare the
Es . S e K _ )

. foellowing: : ‘ . ' yh: : L C SR

3

(28) - I implore you to stop beating me o o T

(29) *1 persuade you to stop beat1ng me

> °

- To 1mplore 1s to perform an, 1llocutlonary act whlch may or may not ' R

function also as a'perlbcutionaryract,_ To persuade is a petrlocutionary . ... .7 . .

o
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act,-but&not illocutionary. 'Persuasion does not follow necessarily as \
'a.conseQuence'of any speech act, while imploring does necessarily ‘
follow from the utterance of (28) in accord with the conventions for

maklng such an utterance. The perlocutionary effects of* utterlng

U

28), 1f any, need have no relation to persuasion The utteranceé might

cduse a partlcularly sadlstlc auditor to be amuscd + It is the .task of
\ : T ;
. ~*the‘rhetorician to determine the-probability~with which the members -- -

~+7 . tonseguence of the-utterance of a given situated speech act. - A theonys S
A > - ' .- . \ : - . . . ‘
. . : l_k . . . .
- of con unicative competence- may aid the rhetorician_in determining

the intlentions and perceptlons of a. message source, but such a theory N

cannot prOV1de a full 1nventorj of effects. ' .

. e

5In the‘typology oﬁ-Warr'aAdiKnapper (1968).the'content of the .

o

. . B
percepLs resultlng from the role taklag process is a hypothetlcal

"

representation of the’ perdepts of : the object person.' That 1s,\through

<

role taklng we ascertaln how another is perce1v1ng the wor]d or the S
% . - . -
current interaction”(asmopposedttowasgertainrngusomehattrlbute, say,/ )

e e s

“VIn addition, thé content. of the

Ttrustworthiness or height in inchesy.

"'here afid now', r@théz;ﬁhanse.;zr~w¢» - —

— percepts_ls essentlally episo dic;;jthh

E

Hdispositional; (Though d1sp031clonal generallzatlons about - others

_stable traits are. likelyhautomatic by:productsvof roleftaklng.) The A

AR 'eplsodlc nature of person perceptlons generadted through role- taklng is
A s1gn1f1cant since the goal of 1nstrumental role—taking is the adaptatlon e

of on*going message construction rather than sOcial judgment as an.end'

I3

¢

in 1tself (Rommetvelt 1960)“ The perceptua1ly\€alient cues cognlzed Co

,

he— " .-in-role-taking 1nclude 1mmed1ate sc(sory data as\well as stored

C9y

. \)‘ . ’ . S .' . . -. . o | I N T e e .v,... _:__
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information about the determinate other and expecLancies about the : .
\ v e

.r' stereotypical other (Milgrim & Goodglass,‘l96l Tagiuri l969) .

e : .

Direct reports about the other s perceptions are important to person
o

perception generally, but' do not figure into role—taking specifically.

- «
e . ¢ hY

Thus, the proccss by which, cues are cognized and transformed into

role—taking perceptions is deductive-inferential . (FlaVell 1966) and

o > may include such psychological components as analogy to self, aVOidance

~of dissonance.or incOnsistency, etc. (Hamlyn, 1974, Tagiuri l969).i"

£

The role- taking process is not unidimenSional but itself entails ;

| sevc_ral subskills (Flavell 1966, 1974 Flavell, et. al., 1968). . .he
(.4 . e . )
existence subskill is fundamental and earliest in onset (Selman & L,

. —— o

Byrne, 197&) This subskill ?eqUires the knowledge that others exist

v

E)

apn\t from the self and that others perspectives need not be identical

H

tq one's own. The need subskill involvhs knowledge that in. a given

situation communicative effectiveness necessitates the apprehenSion .

of a nonautistic_perspective. Young children recognize that other

, perspectives Ehl .-yet may not spontaneously appreciate the imperative
e S N v -
for identifyin0 them (Glucksberg, Krauss & Higgins, l975) he

o
ciet -

'__inference component of role—taking pertains to the actual operation of
ascertaining the other s perspective. In turn,.it cons1sts of two f

>

types of functions. One mast create’ the hypotheses, perform the

\

S inference, but one must also maintain the integrity of the second—

r

. R K - . . . o . "\
- ': pers0n perspective from the inoessant onslaught of egocentric intrusion'
(Piaget l926). Beyond these subskills which comprise role—taking

PO U ¢

B “1v per se,"is the a pplication subskill that host of rhetorical abilities

/"' : e

whereby messages are aaaﬂteu in accordance with.tbe/output of - the
« 1

i

34 o role—taking process and which are frequently confounded in the -
\ i . - / ’ e

: b , o S
T 3 measurement of role—taking abiliLy proper (Flavel/et._al.,—lq68) L L

ERI
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‘are ‘different from one's own. Without 1mportant qualification

its definitional properti®es and component §u6skills; is responsible

" for the general.failure;of:enpirical-stuoies; discussed in the following

~ represert relationship signalling. jFoq%example,'if'a Guarani speaker

Rl

It _must be noted that in cognitlve dcvelopmental literature,
i : B s = Y o

discussions of role— \&inf frequently«fail to prcserve~many of ‘the .

distinctions made above. Flavell (1974), for example, equates role-
taking with the process of ”somehow obtaining.impreSSions ~bout the
relatively morevinner—psychological acts and attributes oﬁ(human T e

Al

& -

ObJELtS" (p 66) However, if we are to,preserve tho distinction of

such ‘related constructs as empathy, whose content is 1argely generalized

‘affective states and whose-process may involve partial mimicry

S
.

-(Tagiuri,ll969), acrigorous definition of role;taking is imnerative. .,

Moreover, as.Chandler and Greenmspan (1972) argue’ in critieizing wore.

.

: e e S
lenient. concé&ptions of role-taking or nonegocentric thought, ..
"Nonegocentric thought . . . is not simply a synonym for 'accurate
social'judgement but implies the'ability to anticipate what someone B

else might think OE feel ﬁrecisely when those thoughts and feelings - » L

egocentric and nonegocentric thought.result in the same outcome and'
. o L YA 3 L R L. ..
their measurement is hopelessly.comfounded" (p. 105). It may very.

well be that the_failure.to specify role-taking precisely, in terms of

-~

_ Raragraphs;'to establish a substantial correlation between this person ~ - fh,

o
w .

« -

pl

- perceptual ‘process: and-communicative effectivenmess. * .. . ... . -

6. C L. s - . : .
‘Rules concerning phatic intentions would include ways to

- wishes to signal'interoersonal remoteness, he or .she may speak in

Spanishf(Rubin, 1962). Ihus;.many utterances may have derivations
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attention have tended to be either institutionally defined or of"

o - . . o ' 99
whicherinclude intentions of defining or alte ing stable féatures of
%elationshipé such as power, solidariLy;'intimacy, and inferpersonal. . .

- o : L
attraction. -As such, rules pertainingfﬁo phatic intentions will ..

'oveflap'considerably with role relation rules to be descfibed below.

: 7The.one exception to this genefSLizatiOn may be thé funddhehtal. .
conversational roles of interrogator/responder, Speaker/liSCeﬁefg
which shif;'rabidlyiduring the course of an interaction. HoWever, - .

these roles are more.éptl“ffepre§ented by distourse"structhe rules
‘ SRR _ N
as previously discussed. Most rolgﬂtelatioﬁshipé which Have received

N

otherwise established norms; in either case prolonged. .

. ) PR . . [ . B e
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